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April 1977, the Danish Imbassy in Rome prought

ariat of UNIDROIT the following observations

on the Hotelkeeper's contract of the

aurant—keepers in Denmarke

bo tn By a letter dated 1
on the attention of the gecret
Centrzlprellminaxy araft Conventior

Organization of Hotel — and Rest

Art;
icle 4, paragreph 2

a written reply in order to be

1d have to 8iVe

The hotclkeeper Wou
led to replye

abl
e to prove that he has not fal

éziiglg_g
~ The ferm "force majeure"should be precisely defined.
Afiiglg_l
The wording of both paragraphs 1 end 2 is ambiguous and could be
nyhich would have prevented

The sequence:
act' is especially vague

inte .
rpreted in a number of waySe
1ﬁothecmﬁr

a rea . .
and .SOnable person from entering 1
inaccurate.

Arti
Article 8, parsgraph 1
esent unlimited

lag The last clause 81Ve® access o PI° .
Th?lms for damages including damage in and sufferinge
is kind of compensation should be specifled-

Arti
Article 9, paragraph 1
d in guch cases be

shoul
ation.,

instead dam es

(3) seems unreasonable1
the accommod

g P
Pecified as 100% of the price ©

For instance

ArtiCle 1

. rpretations.
The wording 1€V Joss OF demage resulting from mental
£ the hotel seems

zhe liability of the notelkeeper for e
arm caused by an accident ooourring v the premt==~

rather problematicCe

rious inte

imply that a
providing fresh
j1ity of the

1 would

o unrealis i .
geel ge reSUltlng from

Paragraph 3
ible for .
i The regponsi®

?otelkeeper would be espons Jorgic
ood to thi + might be @ erg®
wards which @ guiz deffned . providing food made from fresh goods.

hotelkeeper could only



g Committee of Governmental Experts

The first session of UNIDROIT'
aft Convention on the hotelkeeper's

for ]
cont:he.exetmlnation of the preliminary dr
to act was held in Rome at the headquarters of the Institute from 28 March
1 April 1977, S
The session was opened at 10.30 a.m. by the Pregident of UNIDROIT,
1come to the participants repre-

Mr. o
Mario MATTEUCCI, who extended a warm We
2 non-member States and 2 Organi-

senti )
ting 18 member States of the Tnstitute, : ;
the hotelkeeping industry (see

Zations co

ncerned with the interests of
APPENDIX T).
e of Switzerland, geconded by

presentativ
ected as its

the On a proposal of the Re .
Representative of Austria, the committee unsnimously el

C
hairman Mr, J. P. PLANTARD (France ).
‘committee adopted the draft

the Chairman, the
which is reproduced in

On a proposal by
UNIDROIT

a
Ag:nda prepared by the secretariat of
ENDIX II hereto.

ne preliminaly draft Convention

. o
Item 2 on the agenda - Exemination of the p
on the notelkeeper's contract. (1)

on this item the Chairman recalled that
the hqtelkeeper's ocontract

In opening discussion

the marld 3 on
ate to work out uniform provisions i
dated Lot . ce of 1970 at which the Inter-
- - -t fo) Conferen
ack to the Brussels Diplome® 4 been adopted. He

mational ¢ i sract (CCV) b2
onvention on the Travel Con rac ‘ .

Stateq that as r ds his own authorities they had not yet take? a final

e 1iminary draft Convention.

Stang g . . the pre
8 regards their attitude t:nt adzantages r that it 0 rrored inoroased
ge the guest, put on the other

On
1egt?e one hand it seemed to Pre® i o
al pr i ipn this € .
it conzi;zzgt;;: :gezgeWEEZEuE:z,for gome time been ob?ervabI? of establishing
Special rules for individual 86t of contractual~re1atlonséwh;?hhwas detri-
nental 4o the general principles of the 1a¥ of contract an whic éould com—
of practising

Plicate sti11 further the task

\—~ __/ ,
thy minute of the giscussions, the Secretariat
leng X . views expressed and

(1) Rather than producing a & . the poln'bs T
hag limited itself tO indlcam;1g rticle. FOT the sake of the reader's
o each ch article is preceded

Proposals for amendment . .onsgions on &
convenience, the summary of thekiizcogmmittee while the new texts provi-
by the text drawn up by the Wo:tee'are rep 4 in APPENDIX III hereto.

sionally approved bY the Commd

roduce




d
. v1snd state
By way of genepay comment, the Representative of Ir?lanof 1962
that his oyp country haq rotified the Council of Europe Conventlén Guests
°n the Liability op Hotel-keepers concerning the Property of their

. N inadequate
and €nquireq Wwhy that instrumenf wag apparently considered to be ina

. ovi’
. - A JR ~ g ringe pr
He coulg gee that there Might perhaps pe SOme case for reconsidering

. ) . L E muidance on why
S1oms dealing ywit) limitation or Hability pyt Tequested guidanc
it was felt Necessary +to elaborats an entirely new Convention,

;sentially two.
In reply, the Chairman siateq 4o+ there werc cssential

itiative, 1p the first place the Council of Europeontext
regional instrument “hich had heen prepared i? t§eﬂ0
tricteq group of States, whila secondly it was limited in its vol-
¢ provlems assoclated with the 1iability of the hover s

keeper ip respect of Droperty brought 4o +the hotel and thus diq no? ooof the
important Questiong as, for EXample, pergons] injurieS, the formation d-
contract, juriSdiction etc. He Teassured the Representative or ;relézich

he preparatioy of the Preliminary droft Convention fﬂor Locw®
T the Committee, 4, Horking Committee chaired by Profess

. of
| o visions
had made CVery effort to avoid any incompatlolllty between the pro

the two instruments,

uch

After noting that po other

1
elegation wighed %o make any &
Commentg op the draft Conv

- ittee
ention the Chairman pProposed that the Comm
icle eXamination of it,

The Committeq agreed to thig Proposal, (1)

Article 1
—=2e 1

"
) . . LY ] ‘I"],C-t
1+ ~ For the Purposes of thjg Convention 4 "hotelkeeper's contr: cor
Means g contract by which 4 person - the hotelkueper - undertakbs;
: . . son -~ the
& professiong] basis, 4o Provide another person -

0] CS
: : : S 11, ervic
guest — witp temporary “ccommodation ang appropriate ancillary s

in an establishment under hig Supervigion,

L : ich accommo~
2. = Thig Convention shall not apply +o eny contract by which ac .

. . . S ort.
Vehicle Operating in any mode of transpor

' : minaly
. 1imind
' 14, Contaning the text of the preﬁtory
tion Prepared by pe WOrking Committee ang the explana
report'drawn up the g i

i+ the
v the Committeg also had before it



which centred on this article

ith it, the gecretariat has
we put forward in respect of

engthy discussion
nnexion
the vie

and the + _In view of the 1
S“mmériZlelety of points raised in ©0
the differrseparately, where possible,
: ent aspects of the provision.
2) Th
e co
ncept of the ”hotelkeeper's contraot” as the basis of the future

ConVe .
ntion.
roach to be quite accep-

g found this app
considered that it

While certain delegations
; systems

table
Would’b:t:er repreaentatives from Common Lay
rights ande’t’cex.‘ 4o deal with the matter through an analysis of he respective
Wwould, the obligations of the hotelkeepeT and the gueste Such an approach
lateq by tz submitted, focus attention on the essential points to be regu-
Overcome g ¢ future instrument and at the samé ime make 1T possible to
"partiegt number of difficulties which night arise with the use of the term
between h, espocially if the future convention were to cover contracts
own rightOtelkeepers and tour orgd ntracting as prinoipals in their

. As a result of these obs s were made

nizers CO
om o ] dification
er articles in the draft.

tion 1O contracts concluded between

(®)
he .
hoteifpllcability of the future conven
ceepers and tour Organizers.
he fact that
ot jntended to

ion in any

jon to 1

sentative

ated the the draft was 1

A number of repre
exclus

althOu
apply iz :he explanatory report st
article ofOHtracts of this natures
could not bthe draft. This point was one © N .
faring i G.setilcd merely by & peference in the commentaTyy
Tence i in mind that in 2 aumber © only very 1
-questioo the"travaw: prépara’toires"is tance of the
View th?’ there scemed to be geneT rt for the
haq coh:t the Convention should 8P

racted directly with the
r or other ©

o the matteT W

beg
ne
ang, ltO:'ICluded by a tour Organize
88 agreed that delegates should raise :
the Committee it would be pos-
if anyy articles

£ states no, °T
i on the gubs
though provisional, suppo
ive of whether the guegt
he contract had
perato ing as principal
gith their national

authops+
8ible ziles so that at the nex’t gession 0 : _
o take a decision on the jgsue an 4o deoid® whiohy ;
count of & decision 4o extond the appli-~
sinally oontemplated

Woul
gatignhigetzz zi ??ended 1o taie ac ¥ o S hose 07i8
aft & ,cts otne

pziz:e.working COmmitze:?nt§Znally, one rzpresenzat;ve
limi-ted out that cven if the scope © the- rumén .Weié tierz might
stillei to contracts concluded by the guos?t 2 pr;?z;pzné in thoseg
Ciroyy e cases in which the pooking mi ooeciﬂl ules 0
Cove stances it might P necessary to 1 troduce some SP ; a  etions

r them, for example 1% connexio ress )
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(c)'Definition of the hotelkeeper,

. no
: , " rtained

L munber of representatives noted that the article cot
definition of the tepp

hotel", which was however indircctly deflnefnsyon .
the definition of hotelkeeper as one who "undertakes, for réward ; _noillary
professiomal basiz +o pravide another person with accommodation an p(estion to
services. While there wag no appreciable degree of support for a Suof .
the effect that'ﬂu:term "hotel" be defined by reference +o different tzg
establishment such ag hotel, pension, motel, etc., a number O? dCIGmemO—
were of the opinion that Yarious types of establishment Offe?lng,a?? ¢
dation againgt payment should be excluded. Anonz those mentlon?& v%f
youth hostels, véluntary Organizations, university halls of re&denw;esn
holiday homes provided by firmg for their employees and religious hogﬂion
With a view 4o overcoming this difficulty it was suggested that PTOVl;Gt
might be made in drticle 25 for States to entor a reservation in resp
of the application of the future Conv
establishments offering accommodation and, in thc hope of coming to a a—
decision at the next séssion of the Committee, it was agreed that deleg

. the scope Oof
tions shoulg give thought +o the possibility of excluding from
application of the draft the following:

s} Of

. ; £
ention to certain categories 0O

i. non-profit meking establishm

untery
onts (such ay those run by vol
organizations

1 Treligious housesg and certain youth hostels);

o—
K] . . . . « e £ aCCOmm
11.  establichments whose primary aim is not the provigion of

iding
. . : rovid
dation (for example university hallg of residence, firms p

holiday homes, hospitals znd clinice);
¥ «© (‘Oﬁvonts,
iig, establishments which are not open to all comers (such as ¢
youth hostels, clubs ete. ),

: forec
One delegation considered that caution chonld be exercized.:zf
any decision to exclude completely Specific types of aCCommodatlégary
from the application of the future Convention ana that it might be neces
only ‘o exclude the apvlication to

the exclusion of certain eg
from the point of view of

taking

) . .. [P ver,
them of certain provisions., MMoreo o

. NGt 2% e
tablishmentg might have undesirable consequ
limitetion of liabililityn

Finally, in connexion w
one representative whose Go
Europe Convention sta

) '"
ith the dofinition of "hotelkeeper”s

. e i1 of
vernment had already ratified the Council

. 3 acce ting
ted that hig country would have difficulty in dc;ignal
& new instrument if the nomenclature or "hotelkeeper", employed in na
legislation to give e

i > not
Burope Convention, were

A/' e \



d sy
(a) Definition of the guest.
Tifficulties of two aifferent kinds were alluded to by various

dele : .
egations in this connexion. 0n the one hand 14 was pointed out that the
| precise than its English equi~

term ] -
client" in the French text was less
artly because the

valent " ] o
alt t "guest", It was, hoWwevers decided to retain ity P&
Cv (<] . ]

rnatives of "hOte! and nyoyegeur' were unsatisfactory and partly because

it is
to is apparent from the wording of Article that the hotelkecper undertakes
supply the guest (client) with accomodation, & form of wording which

wou, . . ; .
o 1d exclude the possibility of the word®client” being understood to cover a
ur : -
organizer in the event of 2 contract be tween such a

ing concluded be
bPerson and the hotelkeopers
sentative of one of the
t was founded on the
1y that a guest
luded the contract)

ged by the repreé

Common L The‘other problem vas rail »

notion aw countries who noted that although the.dra{

(wit of tFe hotelkeeper's contract, it vas quite like

mi ¢ or children for cxemple of the person Who had conc

}ght have no contractual relations with the hotelkeeper. This was in his

view an additional reason for breaking away from the notion of contract and
eeper and the guest.

concentrating on the status pelations of the hotelk

(e) The auty to provide accommodation and ancillary gervices.
must be taken

provision
+ ig provided

if the gues
meal in & hotel

Tn eddition it was
ion refers are those
are_indispensable

Several delegations snsisted that this

to mean that a hotelkeeper's contract carmot arisc
for example @

zziquith Oertain.ancillary services, :
staurant, without being provided with accommodat1on.
Zi:::d that the ancillary services to which the previs :

oncs such as the provision of 1light, water otc. which
for the performance of the contract t0 provide accommodnation.

that the

e temporary end
upervision

QOmmodation b
ins under the S

+o that the ac
cma

(f) The requirement
ostablishment in which it is PTOVided *

of the hotelkeepeT.
4toe considered that if the main purpose

bers of the Commi
tion be temporary was to distinguish

Of the requircement that the accomnmoda X
a hotelkeeper's contract from & contract to 1€38¢ premises then it was
unnecesgsary in view of the cdded requirement that the establishment remain

under the supervision of the hotelkeepele It was nevertheless decided to

retain the reference to the accommodation peing temporary out of deference
s whose representatives considered ‘that

FO the wishes of several delegations
it would assist them in distinguishing & potelkeeper's ©°

contracts under their national lawe

Some mem

ntract from other
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n & h 1 Of
The Committee thus provisionally adopted paragrap
thout any amendmenty

3,

Article 1 wi

f
- . ; ish text 0
At the Sugeestion of 4yq delogations,the Engli

baragraph »

. f
i noperating” ©
*S amended by 4y, Subetitution for the word

the phrage "being Operated oy o

,intention to

he
ti1] further ®
ucn", which vwould stress o

tclude frop the

. amen
ture ing trune
) . > tre fu y
SPhere of application of the
accommodation i

o 3G
iag
car?r
. N that of
1 vehiclos yhoge Prinary function rencined

irticle 2
==icle 2
This Convention shall »o vided i
vhere the hote) in which the atcommodation ig 1o be pro
on the territory of a Contracting State,

tracts d
PPly to any hotelkeeper's con 5 gituate

ion
2110
cserv:
Provision is linked to the r
Permitteg unde hi

._t‘tce
Comml
25, PATagraph 1 (a) of the draft, the

ol
e aiscuss’
Stention g6 gngyoy. o In the light or the forchfnirecisew
0 the contey °f firticle 4 on the desirability of defining more types
1n the futupe hstrument the topp "hot,
of establi" )

; f the
el op op giving a list o

re-
:ded to !
Ve draft, the committee decide grafts
Place the Hord, fhoteyn by

the
rhout (o 10
Premigegn and 4o consider, through ~ccording
the d0s1rability °f using ope °T the other op these two terms 2
the circumstances

. y writing
A hotelkecper!s contract nugg N0t be evidenced by
and ghajjy not he Subject '

. form.
to any other Tequirements ag to

s g walb
lscussion on thig artiCICjn;tFreno64
S “sentation of the Bnglish af the
24 been ta), he corresponding article Oy diffe"ht
ale of Goods, did not imply a:;ry 5118
Same textq had, subject to o few , on sal€
ained in the noy version of the law
unde lon Ty UNCITRy,



ver that someé difficulties

with the absence of any Tequirement

being made there +that contracts
chould be evidenced in writing.
nkz that serious diffi-

g context in view of the large pro-
ded by 4elephone. Finally he stated
d for writing in respeét of

On - . )
e representetive considercd howe

might

aris = .

as regardae f?r his country in connexion
S writing,as therc were proposals

inVOl .

vln")‘ o .

This wcso iumo in excess of & certain amount

8y ho . .
wever, only a_prOposal and he did not thi

Cultiag
POTtioy :;uld be likely to arise in thi
hotelkeeper's contracts conclu

that
he
TOY
certain‘ar;}d revert to the question of the nee
Contract o iolos, such as Articles 9 and 11,which permitted the parties to
M X3 . . . :
of provisions contained thereill.
ny change.

Article 3 was provisionally adopted without &

rrticle 4

1o =
hotelk 4 hotelkeeper's contract is COHPTT
°0mmo£§eyer accepts the request of the guest tO furn

tion for a specificd day:

m the time when the
ish him with ac-

. request shall be

2, - .

consig Failure by the ho+tclkeepel to reply to &
Sidercd as : o1y
Teply, cd as acceptance, unless the gucst has expre 1y recuested &
ated in

insiple enunci
Yy ser-

o the ancillar
ancillary

4 the precise terms
‘peing bound by a

Tn addition

Paragraph There wag gencral Suppod
Vices ang 1, subject to the addition of @ reference.t
SerVicésn of the word "rcquestcd” after "acoommodatlon énd
°f the ¢o £0 as to indicate that there st be agrecment‘?
Countgp.. #traCt and. to avoid any possibility of the guest’s
the wOrdefer from the hotelkecper i
5 "for a specifiod day" were geleted oB the
ven be dangerous if they were to be
g if & notelkeeper

at 1)
e 10 o -
ast superfluous and might € Lud
onclude
for example, "on about

ing
erpr
et
ed as meaning that & contraot-was :
ake up accP jon,

aoce
pt
he 1S§d an offer by a guost to 1
of May" or 'hear the end of ﬂprif“

not €
mmodat

ioct oF lengthy
according

Paragraph 2 wWaS) o
»d the
t guest's offer if

¥o which It was in the firs
otelkeénot reply had been justifi, ” :,

unleg per often does not reply to @ regulal est's .

to uzéihe has none availablc,fsecondly pocause SY ‘a rule :ﬁuld-222t:;::te

aCQOm;flcation, thirdly because it would & y to ihizretioql

Stang odation has been roserved a 1 tica

point, in that it is possible 4o analyz® t

deb&te
in practice &

a room




a8 one in which a stan
accommodation, subjec
accepted by the Suest

. rovide
ding offer ig made by the hctelkeeper to p

. aprcoe Which is
t to availability,to the public at larg:
when he requests accommodation,

Thig approach was hey

of
number
eVer rejected by a very large
delegationg for o variety of pe

as follows:
450ns which may be summed up s
h 2

The theoretical'justification of the rule get out intge parties
did not geep to be g natural way of in&erpreting the acts of it the

. . . ; . erm
which constitute offer rng accepntance inasmuch as it would b inknown 10
he precie termg of which might be 1fraudulent
odbtain accommodation by ccommo-
claims to have requested athe hotel~
Season and seeks to force
accommodation ),

the

Assuming therefore that it ig
Principle of tacit acceptance ig
contract 15y and g

§ such shoulg b
in the interests of cong

the
er
the guest who makes the Offe of genora
A exception to rather than a ru(for exampl?
€ invokeq only in specinl cases
umer protection),
iii,

2 could
be Tegarded a5 increg

. ~ opaph

the rule set ouy in parcgrap Jsumer
OT of working in favour of :OlgatiVe_

. ~lter ’ '
ving a reply, would make ?1 \aragrep
er which, in accordance Wltht}°'

acts.

v two hotelkevper s contrac

sing certainty
28 many guests, not recei

lowing fop the fact ¢
Sone regpectg in g
aysy as for ing
organizer),it is difficult to se
should not Operate in pe
to o Counter—orrep of +h
tacit &Cceptance,

gional
hat the hotelkeeper is o pTOfei“lo
stronger position than the guGS'e
tance when he igq dealing with o largh 4
¢ why the rule contained in par&gra?eply
Verse so that the Tailure of the guest to z ag
e hotelkeeper should not also be interprete

tour

Ve The Prinoiple of tacit
serve the interests

.o rh't well
acceptance by the hotelkeeper mig
cation byt to the ex

i—
veranl appl
of wnification by laying doun a rule of gcuelﬂifer an
tent thyt it rnigeq fundamenty] questions of O g in
h are solved in different Wayccepta
T *ine 2cC

e S8y 1t might hayg We effegt of discouraging

of the future

coperty contraat,

nce

Vi, The rile viould he Virtugl)
the hotetl.

*eeper in cas
Short Notice, Cep

the
¢ to
y ihapplioable or would worl

8
s by PO

®S where {pq request was made OZASQ
stions fop some kind of oomprhof61' ract
‘ ing the Tequirement that ?he the oon
Wlthin , ime if he does not wish
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g0 rejectedy partly because of
£ 1y reasonable time'',and
administrative
ere to have

ptance were al

.t
0 be concluded by tacit &cce
notion 0

th P .

pa:tdlfflcultles of interpreting the

b;r ly because of the feers of certain dolegations of the
dens which might bc placed on small establishments if they w

'tOr ~
eply to every rcquest for accommodation.

¢ decided to delete paragraph 2 of

s to establish the converse principle,
cluded only when the hotelkeeper
mmodation and ancil-

irtiols Tn consequence the Committe

4 and to amend paragraph 1 80 &

Ezzely that a hotelkeeper's contract 1s con

laryexprO?Sly agreed 1o furnish the guest with the acco
services requested by him.

Article 9

1.~ A hotelkcoper's contract m

. an indeterminate period. A contract cot

d?fined approximately shall be considered

mined period. In this casé the date for
may be fixed within the context of the perio

least one day in advance, and by the hotelkeeper )

-~ determined or
period of time

luded for a deter-
the termination of the contract
g defined, by the guest at
t least three days in

to be conc

advance, of such date.
an indeterminate

ne day, gubject to tacit

be deemed to have taken

¢ expressed before

y the hotel-
his intention

ntract 1S concluded for

e deemed to be ©
al shall

2.— If a hotelkeeper's CO
period, its duration shall b

renewal by the partics. guch renev
place when neither the hotelkeeper 1T the
be provided b

midday, or such other reasonable time as may
keeper's contract or the internal regulations of the hotel,

not to extend the contract.

guest ha

at the guest vacate the accom=
£ the termination of the hotel-
guch reasonable time
+ or the internal regula~

3.— The hotelkeeper may require th
day ©

modation occupied by him on the
keeper's contract before o p.m. or at any other
as may be provided by the notelkeeper's contrac

tions of the hotel.
speaking satigfied with the

ticisms and sw&gestions’for

yhile the Committee was generally
made. These

o number of eri

mec s o . . P
hanism 1zid down in Article 5 )
ing committee were

im
Provement of the text approved

ma

¥ be summed up as follows:

anatory report and not in awy
for‘acoommodation for ""four
to be talten asg giving rise
x wecekss It was

vy the Work

W i. It was necessary o refer 10 the expl
an ?1ear from the text itself that a request
T five days" or for "six t0 eight weeks' was

t , :
O an offer to take up accommodation fop four days OF si
!

———-'-'-ﬂlllﬂlliﬂﬂll
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. 1 _ T
. . ~ s - P i e S't (_.B.'te o
thercfore proposed that the tox refop specificallr to the earlie

shortest period defined in the request. Similerly no definition wasbilven
of periods such as 2 veek or a monih and it was suggested that ?hey t’tha'l:
defined in the text. In this connexion one represcntative oon31der§d

in the case of a recquest for accommodation of the type of "six to elght+h"
weeks" the mean should be talen vhile as regards terms such as "one monuﬂ_On
he referred +o the definitions contained in the Council of Turope Conven

on Time Limits,

ii, ' The Committoc did not consider it necegsary to rotain the ProYlfi:ns
whereby the date for termination of contracts concluded for an apPT°X1m°d by
period of time conld be Fied by the hotelkeeper three days in advance an
the guest one day in advance of such dnte,

; i r
Once the dehermined period fo
which the contract vas de

i est
emed to be concluded had expired it was Tor the &4
. . 1
and the hotelkeeper to decide whether the guest should contimie to OCCIEZiOd
the accommodation on the basis of o further contract for a determléed p
or on a day to day bausis under a contract for an indeterminate period.
. . g the
1ii. Some delegations objected to the use of the word ‘'renewal® in

. . S ied
context of paragraph 2 as it was possible that o guest who first occup
accommodation under &

. for
& contract concluded by somcone other then himself,
instance a tour orgenizer, might wish to

remain after the expiry of that
contract. If he then concluded the ¢

ontract directly with the hotelkeepe;er‘
1t would be incorrect to speak of a renewal of the contract. It was fu?t
more pointed out that,vherecas baragraph 2 made provision for the guest 10 4
continue to occupy the accommodation on a day to d.y basis under a c?“?rac
for an indeterminste period, the article was silent as to the POSSib111t¥
for a guest acoommodated under e contract for g determined period to do 0

r ad
iv. The Committee also deemed it

superfluous 4o define a Contraot-fo ine
indeterminate period as heing one whoge duration is for one day. It malnficbm‘
the rule that the guest shall contimie to enjoy the right to occupy the :'ven
modation in such coges however where neither he nor the hotelkceper has Diraot
notice before midd

N R vy A } ’ Con
2Y Or any other reasonable time provided for in the
or in the regulsations of the hotel,

. . . L olkeeping
V. In view of certain remarks which were made about the hotelkeep

i i N . expiry

Practice of allowing pguests occupying eccommodation to do so after thot ke Uup

3 . - a 2
of the contract with the concequence that later guests vere unable to

aft ing
the accommodation which they hag reserved, it was agreed that the new dr

. cupy accom”
of Article 5 should make it clear that o guest who continues to ocoupy

. . . * 2 erml
modation originally bccupled by him on the basis of a contract for a dC; the
Period may only do so on the basis of a new contract (sec the wording ©
new poragraph 2), h

. ' jhic

Vie  Fimally it wag agreed t} |

1at the former paragraph 3 of drticle D1
deals with the hour =4 e

e
. »ould '
&% which the guest must vacate the accommodation; W
more appropriately
of the guest ang it wa

stitutes paragraph 2,
that it no longer lays

: onS
placed with the otherp o o
g therefore moved, %
The Committe,
down the rule

provisions regarding the ?Dllzt cop~
© the new Article 8 of which n 50
. > »
also agreed to amend the pr0v151°o~ted
r2,Ce
that the accommodntion must be v
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regulations of the hotel stipulate

residuary one in the event of

oy
Y 2 p.m, unless the contract or 'the
the hotelkeeper's contract

otherwi
iy I‘:lse, but rather make the 2 p.m. rule a
ahs . . .
sence or unrecasonableness of provisions 1n

or : ;
the regulations of the hotel,
The new text of Article 5 a8 provisionally adopted by the Committec

is s .
contained in APPENDIX III hereto.

Article 6

ay cancel the contract before
the guest and without

gs a consequence of

to provide, or for

r or the guest m
he accommodation by

¢ other party when,
the hotelkeeper

or dur:Either the hotelkeepe
ing the occupation of 1
?:z:ent of compensation to th
e e majeure, it is impossible for
guest to use, the said accommodations
the redents : ers of the Commlttee were in favour of
in the g ion of this provision although they considered that its position
of artic;aft shoold be changed and that it should be plaogé after the series
keeper ee dealing with the respective rights and obligations of the hotel-
torm fand the.guest, There was, hOWEVeTy lengthy.debaie as to whether the
areed 2:0e ma jeure should be retained in theAEngllSh text. .One delegate
harmgn-u Tenously in favour of so doing a8 he recalled that it was in
keeperi wlfh Fh? language of the 1962 Council of Europe Convention on hotel-
lation s llaPlllty which formed the basis of his cowntry's present legis—
in this field. He would thereforc have considerable misgivings
There was

:zo:;eintrOduCing a different form of wording into this drafte. Ther
Proper other hand & certain body of opinion which favoured speoklng in the
text of "un dévénement jmprévisible et insurmontable",whlch has been

"an unforeseoble and irresistidle

re . .
ndered in the English version by the words
ould not be finally decided

eve i
unt?t". It was however agreed that this question W
il the second reading of the draft at a later session.

Broadly speaking the memb

o the introductory wording of

a tour organizer

always assuming
inasmuch

Another delegate drew attention t
he possibility of

ﬁ;:;;ie 6 which seemed to exclude the :

that ng the provisions of Article 6 1n an appropriate caso,

as thOOntracts of this kind will be covered by the puture instrument,
e power to cancel the contract is given only to the notelkeeper and the

3:est' This scme delegabe further observed that in such a case the guest

: uld not even be a party to the contract 80 that the reference to the Mother

2ty" in line 3 could not be taken 3o poferring 0 pim. To obviate this

article as follows:?

dires .
”Thfloulty it was decided 1o reformulnto the wordlng of thc‘
© contract may be cancelled pefore Or during the ocoupation of the accom

Modat;
tion by the guest and without payment of damages seo

gidered whethe

f objective impos~

r in cases ©
ontracty provision

 8ibily The Committee also cons
ity for the hotelkeeper or the guest 0 perform the ©
Although & final decision was not taken on
nt of notification would be

8

tﬁ;:li be maoe for notification.

Neceg atter it wes pointed out that

the CSaJy only in cases where the
ontract arose before the guest ha

go to the cancellation of
aken up the accommodatione

any requirenc
gvent giving ri
g actually t




- 12 =

. i sing the
Finally, it was suggested that the Secretarlat,.when.rilehigh it

explanatory report, might possibly indicate some of the Sltuazlzf; contained

was intended to cover in Article 6 (now Article 9 in the new dr

in APPENDIX III hereto).

Article T

1. Either the hotelkeeper or the guest may cancel tﬁe ContraZZq
before or during the occupation of the accommodation when clr?umstanth;
manifest themselves of which he could not have known at the time of rty
conclusion of the contract, affecting the performance by the other ?iom
of his obligations, which would have prevented a reasonable person

; ces
entering into the contract had he had knowledge of thesc clrcumstan
beforehand,

: be
2. In cases provided for in paragraph 1, compensation shall «
bayable for dsmage caused by any party at fault.

s s : be
Article T was the subject of considersble criticism which may
summed up as follows:

1. Tt was felt that from a purely presentational point of view 1; ZZ;_
unsatisfactory to deal with the obligations of both the guest end the 1o
keeper in the same article, thus following
former Article 6,

drafting,

a sort of parallelism with the
Such an approach led to complexity and obscurity in

ii, By insisting, as the Working Committee had done, on the approa?ied
whereby the obligations of the guest and hotelkceper were in effect defi
only indirectly by referring to the situation in which the other per?on
would be justified in rescinding the contract for reasons of sub jective
impossibility, the contractual as opposed to the status relations of the
parties were once again given undue prominence,

iii. Some delegations found the phr

the
ase "affecting the performance bY
other party of his oblig

ations" to be particularly obscure,

ara~
ive Some delegations also expressed concern about the fact that p2

graph 2 of the article was introducing the concept of liability for faulztual
and, to the extent that the Provision was concerned with breach of contra
obligations,they found this formula to be unacceptable,

Ve Certain delegations
to by the Secretariat in its
convincing, 4

. ed
found the examples of the situations refer:y
commentary on this provision to be not ve
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at « new approach should be

and obligations of the guest
force majeure, be

s of partial failure
act contemplated

equence the Committee decided th
ve rights
provision on

o In cons
opted, On the one hand, the respecti

2
'dzd the hotelkeeper should, except for the
alt with in separste articles whereas,on the other,case

b

by the hotelkeeper to perform bis obligations under the contr

'ty J}I't,lCle 7 (for instance providing accommodation inferior to that agreed
© in the contract) and cases of total, failure to perform (providing the

guest with no sccommodation whatsoever as & result of overbooking) dealt

with in Article § should be covered by 2 single article jndicating the con-
sequences of the hotelkecper's failure 1O perform his obligations (1).

Article 8

{or reasons other then those provided for

"in Articles 6 and T, T odation in accordance with
the contract, shell make every effort to ensure that the guest is pro-
vided with &t least equivalent accommodation in the same locality and
shall bear any edditional costs Which might resulte If the hotelkeeper
feils to provide such accommodation he shall be lisble for all demage

suffered by the guest.

1. The hotelkecper who,
ails to provide accomm

t by the hotelkeeper 10 obtain

2, The offer made %o the gues
the guest from

alternative nccommodation for him hall not prevent
aveiling himself of Article Te

at the hotelkeeper who fails to provide \
jsed by him under the terms of the contract

e liable to the guest for demage sustained
to the introduction into the text of

respect of which the hotelkeeper should

r direct damage, the majority nevertheless
pcumstances be entitled to recover
h also covers cases of partial
unitive deamages being awarded
Tt was however con=
for non-material

the Tye Comnittee agreed th
becaiueSt with accommodation pTrom
se he has overbooked should D

zii: r?sult, while being opposed
e herla for limiting the damege in
oo ?ld lieble, such as foreseealle O .
sidered ihat the guest should under no ¢l
Pu?itiVe damages and the new Article 6y whic
: iallure to perform, excludes the poseibility of p
| Y Speaking of demage nactuelly suff a" by the guest.
sidered wiser to leave the question demages
danage to be determined by each legal to its own general

Principles,

ere
of the award of

system according

—————

(1) See also the discussion on article 8.
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On a second point, the Conmittee was of the opinion that the
requirement that the hotelkeeper should 'mzke every effort to ensurc thaﬁ
the guest is provided with at least equivalent accommodation" was not Sug—
fidently stringent and it accordingly decided that the hotelkeepe? shoul o
ensure that the guest is able to conclude a contract on terms equlvélent
those included in the original contract. The new draft, which provides
that the hotelkeeper shall be relieved of lisbility if he satisfies the

. - . . g
- above-mentioned requirement, has the added adventage of indicating that a

from the conclusion of the new contract, presumably with a different
hotelkeeper, the first hotelkeeper is no longer liable, except for any
reasoneble expense entailed for the guest by the substitution.

The Committee also considered that the second paragraph of
Article 8 as drafted by the Working Committee was inequitable if the .
preveiling interpretation to the effect that the guest could refuse equl

e8
valent accommodation and bring s=n action against the hotelkeeper for damag
was the correct one,

The new Article 6 prepared during the session by a Drafting Com=
mittee thus deals with,/the situation formerly covered by Article 7 of
partial failure to perform and also that contemplated by Article 8 of
overbooking, It should in addition be noted that the new paragraph 2.0?
Article 6 ymaking provision for the hotelkeeper to be relieved of 1iabll%tz
if the guest is enabled to conclude a contract on equivalent terms ,applics
therefore also to coses of partisl failure to perform (for example wherc

the hotelkeeper fails to provide a room with & view overlooking the sea
as promised),

Article 9

. in
l. then the guest, in a situstion other than those referred tzion,
Articles 6 and 7, cancels the contract before occupying the aocomnmoda

tter
he shall compensate the hotelkeeper for any damage suffered bx ?28 la
However, and unless the parties have otherwise agreed by contracti

i : nate
a) in the case of a contract concluded for an indetermi .
: . . . . e aajyt
period, such period shall be considered as covering no more than on

(b) in the case of a contract concluded for a determined ;
period, damages shall not exceed / _/ percent of the price © .
the accommodation and the encillary services provided for in the contra
2. Unless the parties have otherwise agreed by contract, the
compengation for loss referred to in paragraph 1 shall not be payable
when the hotelkeeper has been notified of the cancellation of the

contract at least / _/ deys before the date on which the
accommodation would have been placed at the guest's disposale
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Article 10

d for a determined period
d to in Articles 6
odation, he shall

1. When the contract has been conclude
n other than those referre

and the guest, in a situatio
after occupying the accomm

and 7, cancels the contract
compensate the hotelkceper for any damage suffered by the latter.

H ) ,
owever, and unless the parties have otherwise egreed by contract,

dar o e .
amages shzll not exceed / _/ percent of the price of the
vided for in the contract

ac cd . .
; commedation nnd sny sncillary services pro
fr the period between the actual departure of the guest and the time
W. + . i

len the contract would have expired put for the cancellotion.

2. Unless the parties have agreed‘othezwise by contract, the
compensation for loss referred to in paragraph 1 shall not be payable

when the hotelkeeper has been notified of the cancellation of the
contract at least / _/ days vefore the departure of the guests

of‘the hotelkeeping interests argued
f the guest .for which provision

While the representatives
r the provisions of Articles 9

;§§1:Sf the limitation of the liability ©
and leen made by the Working Committee unde . !
o O of the draft, a large majority of the delegatléns of the States.
Presented at the session viewed such & limitation with favour. The two
Main reasons advanced were that guch a principe met the growing demand for
Sonsumer protection and that, in many casess notiithstanding the fact that
the future instrument provided for Tecovery by the hotelkeeper only in cases
ect be prepared to-

Where he hag actuzlly suffered 1088, o guest would in off
Pay the compensution due wider the Convention even though the hotelkeeper

Tight vy reletting the room in question guffer less danage than that for

whi,
¢h he would be compensated,or €ven none at alle

d in connexion with these

t The second question of principle raisec - i R
0 articles wes that of whether it should be possible for the guest an -e
e limits provided for in the draft. In this

jircumstancec either the

:Zi:iiEePer to agree to alter th
guest it was pointed out that
ko or the hotelkeeper (contr
leavzconoéiCally weaker party an¢ 1
Pogs; Pn?ll a later session the taking
of t;blllty should be left to the part '
‘Th 1¢ Convention end, if 50y whether such én .
'@ phrage "in the absence of sgreement O the contrary” * S a enquire
-2 Square brackets, it being understood that the Se?re?arla nouﬁ i t* rd
?urther into the p;ecise terms and gtatus of the existing arra:g?mc? s ?n er
lnternational aéreements petween hotelkeepers' and travel agen s! organi=
Zationg, :

according to the © _ :
scting with a 1a78® tour organlzer).mlght be
a in consequence the comnittee decided to
' of a final decision on whether the

act out of the provisions
t should be in writing.
v was therefore left

jes to contr
agreenen
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The Committee wes, however, unaviucns in finding thzt the e
inits 3 3 . —}e {0 . .o - H yvtermina
definition in frticle 9, parzproph 1 {a) of a coniract Tor an lnde. s
. s . i . 1e
period was nothing more than a repetilion of the definition in Artic
and o new approach was zdopted whereby o distirction wes provisionally

Py

~ . I Yrimpe ~ (yevey necrn hI‘OG
adopted between contracte for periods of two dazys or lecs, between t

PSR )
, . " ! iods
and seven days and more then seven duys, Tt was siressed thot these per 1y
. . ek S+ wag mered)
were purely indicative es were The percentage figures and “hnt it was B the
. . - ~ > n -y - - ~ C*" ] '/“ J
the general mechanisna which had heen provigionzlly sdopted. Similarly,

. . . . N . 2 et e 3t : - 0
periods within which the guest, by giving notics ¢ his intention not

2o it ac-
occupy the accommodation or to relinquish it before the end of the Contr:he
. . . s . . . el d (ol
tual period, might be relieved of hisz obligation to puy compensatlon tt o
. N . . N F e d oy ] o] .
hotelkeeper,to which reference iz nade in the usw 4rticle 7, are also

: c g o . R . . ~ 3 sof
considered as simply providing o basis for dizcussion at future meeting
the Committee and zs in no way

s . o ~ the
indicating any neasure cf agreement of t
different delegations,

. . . C o 50 i duced.
Lt the reguest of ose lelegation, a provision was eslso intro

reTe
. . L. . N o . sufer
requiring that the hoteliieeper should snlewvour to mitigete any damage

. » » . i 4 M + ER 3 ! n
by him, which in practice pute an obligabion upon Lim o ottempt, withl

. - . - . R or
reasonable limits, to relet accomuodstion which has not Leen taken up L
. . . . . e - i-
which has been relinguished by = guset “n brezeh of his contractual Obt
> » - . . - [ L] O
ations, This provision (ths new Arlicie iy pavegraph 2) corvesponds

.. . i , cs . im in
the implied requirement that the guest miligate demage suffered by him
that he may only recove

. s - . in
er dameges wnder the new Article o, parograph 2 the
respect of ressonable ezpense incuwiied fov him " - the gubstitution Of
accommodation contenplated under She origined contrast,
e . 1 . - . 3 orded
It should, finally, e ated, that vhe wew Article 7 is 80 W 1
. X . aeting O
as to leave it open whether the giest; or o tour nrgonizer contracting

his behalf, should he liable under its previsices,

Article 12

The guest shall odzerve tho wntbernal regulations of the hotel
as duly brought to hig netice,

4lthough the Comuittee i.a not have sime o enter into an
exhaustive examination of thig

article, there was nevertheliess general
agreement that the obligation of the pueet 4o

regulations of {he hotel should be
together the obligationg

obzerve any reasoneble
transposed 1o an article grouping
o7 the gresy and this withous deciding whether
such regulations ere to be regarded ns Torming part of the COntract‘or .
rather ag "by~laust., Detailed congideration of “he precise meaning of tzs
term "otice" and the Peasibility of insreducing eny language requiremen
was deferred until al

!

[SIEN N
ater cession of the Commitiae. '

Item 3 on the agenda - Other husiness

The Committs
the headquarters

- : d a:t
e decided that i35 second session should be nel J
or the Institate e Nl




DES  PARTICIPANTS

ANNEXE T
APPENDIX

LISTE
LIST __OF PARTICIPANTS

AUTRICHE

AUSTRIA _ M. Wolfgang REISHOFER,
conseiller (Chef de Section),
Ministerialrat,
Bundesministerium fur Justiz,

EELGIQUE

BELGIUM _ i Michel HANOTIAU,
Conselller juridique ad joint,
Justice - Administration a

place poelaert 3 -

CITE DU VATICAN
VATICAN CITY

ESPAGNE
SPAIN

g;TATS—UNIS D' AMERTQUE
ITED STATES OF AMERICA

FINLANDE
FINTAND

FRANCE

- M, Pio
Pr

- I‘&o J El,"»'i
,Sous—Di
Ministé

— M, Thom

Attorney Adviser,

Office

~ I, Kari

gecretary of

V. le

Magistr
13 P

éaident du Tribuna
Via Antonio Cesari,

M,\Jean—Piarr

¢IPROTTI

er BAS,
ecteur général,

00152 Rome

T
re de 1!Inf
Madrid
ag Joseph RAMSEY,
Departm
1 Adviser,

of the Lega

KUP TAINEN,

Giocacchin

2t au Mini
lace Vendfme

Tmbassy of Fi
o Rossini, 18

e PLANTARD -
stére de 1a Justice

Hashington, D. Ce

ent of State,

Ministére de la
e la Législation
R-1000 Bruxelles

1 de la Cité du Vatican

ormation ot du Tourisme

20520

Rome

Paris I

nland

er

prégident du Comité

P ot



GRECE
GREECE

INDIA -

TRLANDE
IRELAND

ITALTE
ITALY

MEXIQUE
HEXICO

PORTUGAL

ROYAUME-UNT
UNITED XKINGDON

SAINT-MARTN
SAN MARINO

~ M. Sotirios VAROUXALIS,

Conseiller d4'Ambassade,
Via Mercadante 36

Rome

- Mlle Sarita BALI,

Secretary, Bmbassy of India,
Viz Anestasio IT, 5

Home

~ M. Cathal CROUIEY,

Assistant Secretary, Department of Justice,
72/76 St. Stephen's Green
Dublin 2

- M. Antonino DE SIHONE,

Direttore di Sezione, Ministero Turismo
Via della Ferratella

Rome

- M. Héctor PEREZ GALLARTO,

Minizter Counsellor,
Embassy of Mexico,
Via Lauzaro Spallanzani, 16

- Mae Leura SAPORETTI,

Conreil National du Tourisme Mexicain
Via Boncompagmi, 53

Rome

~ Mme Maria Yadalena SANTOS TERREIRA,

. .. . e s rce
Licenciée en droit au Ministére du Comme
et Tourisme,

Av. Republica 78

Lisbhoa

- M. Robert BLACK,

o) ¢3)
Senior Legal Officer, Scottish Law CommlSS
140 Causewayside,

Edinburgh BH9 IPR

~ . Ciovanni CASSANDRO,

Professeur 3 1'Université de lome,
Via Casperia 24

Rome




SUZDE
SYWEDEN

SUISSE

TURGU I
TURKEY

MAROC
MOROCCO

POLOMR
POLAND

—~ M., Axel EDLTNG,
Deputy Consuier Ombudsman

Konsumentverket Fack,
§-162 10 Vallingby

- M. Pierre WIDMER,
ifique,

Adjoint Scient
ale de 12 Justice

Pivision rédér
Palais Féderal Ouests
95:3003 Berne

Mme Nazan AKALIH,
pirecteur cu Népar
Direction générale de

tement de Régistration,
S établissements
tére du Tourisme

touristiques du Minis
et de 1t Information,
Turimve Tanitma Bakarligi,
Demirtepe
Ankara
OBSERVATELURS
OBSERVERS

uane RERHRHAYE,
e h8telier au Ministére

‘abitat, du Tourisme

and I\I y R{;Ld.o
Directeur gu Servic
de l'Urbanisme, de 1

et de 1'Environnement
Rabat

- M. Zygmunt BALKOWSKI,

pesistant pirector of

General committee for Tourism,
2/4

e Litewska
Warsat!

Department,

- M. Janusz DUTLINGER
Chef de Departement,
2, rue Litewska

Ministére de Tourisme,

WarsaW
- M, Stefen PUDO,
‘Représentant du tourisme 4 Rome,
Tourisme;

comité supréme du
Via Ve Veneto 54
' Rome

S
e —



I

ASSOCIATION INTERNATIONALZ DE L'HOTELLERIE (AIH)
"FEDERAZIONE DELLE ASSOCTAZIONI ITALTANE ALBERGHI E TURISMOY (FATAT)

- M. Raymord K. FENELOW
Secrétaire Général AT,
89, rue du Faubourg-Saint-Honorc
75008 Peris

- 11. Giovanni VETRANO,
Consultant, FAIAT,
Via Toscana 1

nome

~ M. Giuseppe ROSCIOLI,
Conseiller Administrateur IFAIAT,
Via Principe Amedeo 5

Rome

UHTIDROIT :

M. Mario MATTEUCCI, Président / President

M. Riccardo MOWACO, Secrétaire Général / Secretary General

Mo Malcolm EVAUS, Secrétaire Général Adjoint, Secritaire dE_QQEiig/

Deputy Secrctary General, Secretary of the

Jommittee

Mlle Merie-Christine RAULT, Chargé o Recherches/ Research Officer




APPENDIX

IT

AGENDA

1. Rlection of the Chairman

2,  IExamination of the prelininery dralt Convention on the

hotelkeeper's contract

3. Other buginess.






b
4
—

APPENDT

REVISED DRAFT ARTICLES

Article 1

meansl' For the purposes of this Convention & mhotelkeeper's contract"

rewardaHCOntract by which a person = the ho?elkeeper —‘undertakes, for

with + and on a professional baesis, to provide another person - the guest -
emporary accommodation and appropriate ancillary services in an

e .
steblishment under his supervisiols

ot apply to any contract by whioh accom-

2. This Convention shall n
as such in any mode of

modation is provided on a vehicle being operated
tI‘a,nspOr-t . ‘

Article 2
telkeepef's contract, where

ply to any ho
be provided are situated on

This Convention shall ap
ation iz to

4 . .
tﬁe premises in which the accommod
e territory of a Contracting Statee

act need not be evidence
nts as to form.

o A hotelkeeper's contr d by writing and
811 not be subject to any other requireme

Article 4

tg contract is concl
h th

uded as from the time when the

A hotelkeeper
e guest with the accommodaticn

h .
otelkeeper expressly agrees to furnis
and ancillary services requesteds

AI"tiC].e i

ontract may be concluded for a determined or an

. l. A hotelkeeper's ¢

iIndeterminate period.

tg contract 18 concluded for & determined period,
e basis of & new

y the accommodation on th

i 2. If a hotelpeeper
e guest may continue to 0CCUP



. e i 1
3¢ A contract concluded for : period of time defined epproximately

. . ination
shall be deemed to be concluded for 2 determined period., The termine

date of such a contract shall te determined by reference to the earliest
date or shortest time mentioned in the period defined., For the purpose
of this provision approzimate references to a week are to be taken‘as
seven déys and to a month as tuenty-eight days,

4. If a hotelkeeper's contract ig concluded for an indeterTinat?c
period, the hotelkeeper or the guest may terminete it by expressing his
intention in this regard to the other before
time as mey be provided b
lations of the hotel.,

sonable
midday, or such other rea»ozf
¥y the hotelkeepers contract or the internal reg

Article 6

. and
l. The hotelkeeper shall provide the guest with the accommodation

ghall
ancillary services requested; to the extent that he fails to do so, he

be liable for the damage actually suffered by the guest,

2+ He shall however be relieved of
ensures that the guest ig en
to those includeq in the ori
this substitution entails

Liability o the extent thed B
abled to conclude a contract on terms QQUlYah
ginal contract. The reasonable expense Whic
for the guest shall be met by the hotelkeepeTe

Article [

l, The hotelkeeper shall be entit
actually suffereq by him on acco
accommodation requeste

e
led to compensation for any daﬁiﬁ
wnt of the guest's failure to occuPY 1ateds
d for the whole or any part of the period stipu

2¢ The hotelkeeper sh

. . alnage
all take reasonable steps to mitigate the ¢
suffered by him, '

3¢ /In the ebsence of agreement to the contraxyl7 compensation P&
to the hotelkeeper wder this article she

2ll not exceed:
' (a) [ 75_/ percent of the price of the accommodation and th?rst
ancillary services provided for in the contract in respect of the fi
[mod%gﬂ and

aple

-

. (v) / 40_/ percent of the price of the .
agslllary Services provided fop in the contract in respect of the 0
[Five days/, no compensation being Payable in re

, e
accommodation and thllowing

dayse
spect of any subsequent




xy,/ no compensation

o the contrs
d of the cancellation

agreement 1

4e ZIn the absence of
per has been informe

sh
all be payable if the hotelkee

o
f the reservation:

the (a) for a stey not exceeding Zﬁwo dayg/, not later then Zhiddax7 on
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