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The third session of UNIDROIT's Committee of Governmental Expert
. X M perys
iminary draft Convention on the hotelkeeper's

for the examination of the prel
n Rome at the headquarters of the Institute from 17 t
o

contract was held i
21 fpril 1978.

The session was opened at 10.10 a.m. by the President of UNIDROIT
lcome to the participants repre:

Mr. Mario MATTEUCCI, who extended a warm we
ber States of the Institute, 2 non-member States, the Council

senting 18 menm

of Europe and various Organisations concerned with the interests of the
193 2

hotelkeeping profession, travel agents and consumers (see¢ ANNEX I)

On a proposal by the Chairman, Mr. J.P. PLANTARD (France), the
’
Committee adopted the draft agenda reproduced in ANNEX II hereto.

Item 2 on the agenda = égglicability of the future instrument on the
hotelkeepef's contract to contracts concluded between tour organisers and
hotelkeepers and its relations with the 1970 International Convention on

the Travel Contract (cev).

tem on the apenda, the Chairman reminded the
draft Convention
and hotelkeepers

In introducing,this
ation of the applicability of the

Committee that the gques

under consideration to certain relations between guesté
arising under contrac&;concludcd between the latter and tour organisers had
already been referred to in the course of the first two sessions of the Com-
mittee. He also recalled that while it had been the intention of the Study
Group which had preparecd the preliminary draft Convention on the hotelkeeper's
contract to include within its scope of application those contracts concluded

between hotelkeepers and guests through a travel agent acting as a simplec
n the other hand wished to exclude COhtracts

intermediary, the Group had o
el organisers acting in their own name He

rg and trav
had been informed by the Secretariat that at its

last session the Governing Council of the Institute had been requested by
one of its members to give consideration to the extent to which there might
be some connection between the hotelkeeper's draft and the CCV of 1970, a

he Secretariat had already prepared a paper (Study XIT -

session.

between hotelkeepe
noted in addition that he

subject on which t
Doc. 33) for the present
At the request of the Chairman, the Secretary to the Committee
pared by the Secretariat of the Institute and then

outlined the paper pre .
1 had, at its recent session, briefly discus

stated that the Governing Counci
sed the implications for each other of the CCV and the future instrument o
> n

the hotelkeeper's contrac

Governmental Experts shoul

associated with the hotelkeeper's contr
outside its strict terms of reference, while requesting that it be kept

informed of any developments which might take place.

£ and in conclusion agreed that the Committece of

d be free to consider all the different problO
oneider al ] ems

act, even those which scemed to fall
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one representative considered that to the extent that
throughout the draft to delete references to its con-~
d relations erising out of organised tour
cellation contained in Article 7

- Moreover,

attempts had been made
tractual basis, it alrecady covere

contracts including the rules governing can
specify whether compensation in the event of

of the draft which did not

no~-show should be paid by the guest or by the tour organiser. This provisi
at present allowed for contracting out in respect of individual hotelkeelsl?n
en if this posgibility were subsequently to be removed ifer °
it could always be retained for contracts co;~
and tour organisers. Other representatives

s interpretation of Article 7 could be SUSt;ined

contracts and ev
relation to such contracts,
‘ciuded between hotelkeepers
however, doubted whether thi

and one of them suggested that a se
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) Y s perhaps
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n of the first reading of the preli-

Item 3 on the agenda - Gonclusio
e hotelkeeper's contract

minary draft Convention_on th

Article 19

1.~ ThHe hotelkeeper shall have the right to detain precperty brought
to the hotel by a guest when the latter does not pay the price of theoa
commodation and of any ancillary services. o

| 2.— The hotelkeeper may. after sending prior notice in good time to
the. address which the guest has indicated and in accordance with the law
the hotel is situated, cause to be sold the property

ount necessary to satisfy his claim against

of the place where
detained by him up to the am
ds of the sale up to that amount.

the guest and retain the procee€
3.~ Any third party rights which may exist in property brousht to th
hotel by the guest shall remain in force, notwithstanding the exe;ci e of ©
. . S o)
the right of detention py the hotelkeeper.
exercise the right of detention referréd

4.~ The hotelkeeper may not
when the guest provides a suf-

present article,

to in paragraph I of the
sum claimed or deposits an equivalent sum in th
= e

ficient guaranteec for the
hands of a third party.

Although the Committce was unanimously in favour of retaining
19, it was generally felt that therc were certain deficiencies in
gards paragraph
w been taken to cover certain aspects of the .

ing under contracts concluded

Article
1, the principal objection was that

its drafting. As ¢
the decision had no
relations betwéeﬁ guests and hotelkeepers aris
between tour organisers and hotelkeepers,. it might now seem that the hotel
keeper would beventitled to detain property brought to the hotel by a gues;
if the tour organiser did not pay to the hotelkeeper the cost of the aécom
modation and angillary services enjoyed by the guest under the contracf“ -
The Committee gonsidered that the hotelkeeper should not be entitled t;.
right of detention in such cases and it was thereforec agreed
of the article should be prefaced by the followi
re the sum payable to the hotelkeeper is due fpng
fn this context it was however-notedgthazm

since

exercise his
that the first paragraph
wordg: "Except in cases whe
a person other than the gue
zht arise whe

st".
a difficulty mig n a guest, staying in a hotel under.-an organi
travel contrqgt, availed himself of certain services not Contemplatedgbnlsed
that contract, for oxample by taking extra meals. 'In the view of mO‘ty
members of the committee the notelkeeper should be entitled to detainbthe
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d but merely, once the existence ofléuch rights had been
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simply laid down a choice of law
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In other words it
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~ As to the two alternatives suggested by the Secretariat, it w
) . x as
unanimously agreed that the first was preferable since the second gave T
. ~ @ far
too much latitude to states to enter reservations and might even open th
g e way

to Article 1. The Committee then proceeded to a
alternative proposed by the Secretariat

f the first &
+o apply the convention when the accommodation

to swecping derogations
detailed consideration o
which permitted States not
was furnished to the guest in:

(a) a non-profit making establishment:
(b) an establishment whose primary aim is not the provision

of accommodation OT
an establishment which 15 not open to all-comers.

—
O
~—

Committee ravoured the retention of sub
sub-

Broadly agpeaking, the
a) and (b). Little difficulty was experienced with the former

paragraphs (e
examples of establishments covered by 1t which were cited being those run by
religious houses and certain youth hostels although
, 3 I

voluntary organisations, e
it was pointed out in this connection that onc should look to the charact
« er

of the establishment rather than the
that a Salvation ArmY hostel providing temporary accommodation for
211 within <ub-paragraph (a), Salvation Army hotels oper;a—

a commercial pasis for the purposc cf raising funds for

organisation running it,for while it

was clear
the needy would f
ting in large cities on

the Army would not.
d in connection with sub-paragraph (b)

experience
to university halls of residence which let
e

d to hotels providing facilities such

More difficulty was
Reference was made in particular
g vacations

out accommodation durin
as thermal cures. Ags to the first si
ould apply although in the second it w
as

that the terms of the convention sh

felt that all would depend on the facts of the case. The criterion would
seem to be whether the services provided were ancillary to the accommodation
as would be the case with a lu a spa town with a resident doct 9
to supervise the taking of thermal Cures, or
ancillary to another purpose for which the gue

for example spitals.

an
tuation, there was a general feeli
&5 (.; (.) ] ng

xury hotel in
or whether the accommodation was

st was in the establishment
H

clinics and hos
howevers & gharp division of opinion in connection witi
Some representatives called for its deletion on é with
st place it was suggested t number
hotelkeepel’ might scck to avoid the application ‘
inal membership fee and thus Claiminéfthi

hOU.?h J t ‘was r\op 1 od 1},1 .
<> - o _l\ " 13 t: .
in Such cases L

There wWasS;
sub-paragraph (c)-
Tn the fir hat it could give rise to
tute
harging @ non
jub, alt
xamine w
b o WAS ]
objection was that the term "all-comers"

of grounds.
abuse in that an as
the Convention by ¢
his hotel was & private ¢
would be easy for a Judge to €
indeed a bona-fide club. A second

hether cr not th
GH 1i
establishment was



er
e NURD
. . . , . P . arge 1

in the Englisp text Fecal ied th,. Status oy the Inrkeeper in a1

of
leg vhere Wi
might “hye he

of Common—Law countp
hote]g and thgt it
Cability ol the
Present defineqd

or

Srion
. finition ¥
Mployed ag part of the defir 11~
‘ ’ limit thc app
Wsed by suen Countries teo 1imi
Miture Conventio,,
as hotelas,

. ol

: . . . . . , . . e adooption

Blve rige dlfflCUltl@S Ata Dinlomat jc bonferinge for the ade hich had
trics wnlo

and that ¢ miehn b interpreged by some countrics

ot so far Participaty in ihe Ategorics

. certain ¢f ?
the Problem or djacriminat:un by Lhe hotelkcoper against certain

o at

. P I are <

Lo thyse Corablishmo nts which might
. o . L‘("rm P &3

Thirdly 44 Y88 tuspested thot the b

the Convention

.ouching upor
druftinﬂ (d'fﬁn'tPnnnthion as tou

S t’.ablish—
of Prospect)ye eS| Pinelly 4. WES noted that Some types of e

ment which the Provision vas

for CMployme of the State
sub~paragraph(a) Lo the oxXtent thay they
profit~makin3 Dasis,

st homes
. . est
neant to cover such ag holiday or r

fall undel
CeyeT *
“r of privave ¢, M5owould an any case

n a
i un o
W Subﬂidlsfd and not rur

Other repre

Stntabtivee
paragraph, either ip
Considered,to be

in hig own, Country, op with

Zested beirg that

. of
1O
‘L » retontl
384 Sone valye howevor iy Lthe 1 jve

b
the syp- Lt preseng Yording, which one rCPrcsc?:dforce
particularly wyjieq L the lepiclation g present l{qs sug”
sone tnendmoent one form or words which %;ed to
ACCess Lo the cgﬁnhlishmcnt should be strictly limite
Specig) Categories of bergsons,

Ultimately, howcver,
s Presc ¢

during the Second reading,

ith
it

Fery W
, yvigicn
1t wng decided to retuin the Prov.is on
. . . ; . . o bakon
Verding in Square brackets, 4 final decision to be t

sholc
In additlon, the Séchetarlat vas Fequestod o redraft thblrzc
Provision zg ag to make i bousible for States to submit alist of Fll
Categories of ¢stablishment which they Cinsidered i, fall within the

sub—paragraphsf the Provisisag
rather than compulsory, in viay Prineip
which would be involveqd for States
list ip che light of new e

el
anguag
1{,11 a
ultie®

.‘Or
. . . : ingr optl
of the various of Such 4 List being Lific

. ey b v
ally ofr Lhe administrative

a
1y such ¢
. . o modif"
whenevep they might wish to moc
veicpments it the hokclkcwpinu industry.

son
30
4 ven
Ltem 5 op the _apenga - Sccond reading o the Preliminary draf
or_the hotelkecgcr's Contract,

ica

. . . . . . » appl p
In vicw of the discussiong which hag taken place on the ap n notel
. . ; . - .. WO swee

of the future nstrument g relationg arising our o+ contracts bet fipst

: . . . L e i

Keepersy and toyp Crgenisers and the time devoted to Conciuding th

feading of the preliminary d

raft articlo:, the ¢
tantia} brogregs with the se
of'its‘examination of item 4
o1 the tern ”professional“
the Subject which jp e
ot that Provision
visionally approv

ke
ommittee was unable t?ezzr;
cond Teading, 1, the context, hov
on the agenda,
in Article 1
I'feot amounted to
and whieh

any subg

e
reference ywag made to the :;Z on
* The upshoy yag 4 lengthy deb;ding

the beginning of the seccond ?c 1 pro”
amendmeny o, the text which had bee
“n tirgt reading,

saw one
~2d by the Committee



was

ised by one representative

The point ra
on that onl

sional' might give the impressi
lkeepers would be

professional hote
“who regularl

excluding all pers
in their own homes;
He therefore SUEE

ons y let out ‘acCoOmmo
while themselves carrying out
vity. ected that the
replaced by the words asis'. Another
substituti

non a regular b
on of & different formula for

too vague and which in any

Proposed the
ided "for

iation.
another professional acti.

term “on a profes

that the term "

- : he term '‘profes-
- o s & e

y those who had the status of

covered by the future Jonvention, thus
peg

f =
or example rooms

ssional basis' be
representative also

the word “professicnal
event overiapped with

reward'.

which he considered to be

the concept of the accommodation being prov

argued in fevour of ils retention

_ Other rcpresentatives however
and considered that it should pe left to judges to interpret it in a
) . s ' i accordanc
One in particular expressed concern at th ©
: e

national law.

lete the word
d was to

" g AL i
1" and requested clarification as t
’ o | . S UO
grafting of Article 1 more preci
_ . ecise
the future Convention beyond
i

with their own
DPonsal to de
whether what was intendc
or rather to extend the
that which had originally be
situations,even th for example
y taking in the odd boarde
1{ this were to be the casc then he
ose that concepts guch as hotel, hotelkeeper and puest, which
ghould be defined so as t; avo;d

en defined in the draft, 8!
< hotelkeepel to persons whe had never h
1 neve een

”professiona
make the
ication of

scope of appl
so as to cover all becarding hou
se

en envisaged
of retired persons
r for short periods at various times of
= > @]
ad the strongest objections

supplementing their

0se

income b
the 'year.
and would prop

had not hitherto be

nsion of the notion of

ould thereby be obliged for exampl.
. : e,

the exte
regarded as such In the past and who W

ticated equipment for the safekeeping of property and t.
a compromise solution, however, ie

As

L() i]l.r:'\. t(lll '-)cf)} i
i ort ”p OLeSs i '
~10 Y 2 )I‘l(}«.l ! ¥ S
[CISISPAN E b y sSohe uu(,h L)h >
rase

take out jarge in
could qcéept‘the repla
as by way of normal tr

surance premiums .

cement of the

“as a ade or pusiness’

her discussion, during which some representatives

g formulae toO overe sssonce seemed o be es s?&_

ther than gubstancCy ¢ a problem
ssional pasis" by the words 'on

After furt
ome what in

it was finally decided to replace th
Lace tne

gested yaryin
bagig"

of drafting ra
phrase ''on & proie

a regular business

o Article 1 were also submitted in writi '
iting

amendments t
ew of the ti , . ‘
of the time available it was not

" g :

jon but in vi
thercfore
ot which the whole <« i
= of the arti .
2 ticle would 1
d be

A number of

of thc sessS
SCUss them.
f the Committee
xt of a full

in the course
agreed to reconsider them at

possible to di
the next session ©
reviewed in the conte

articles.

It was

cecond reading of ti
e & the )’)I‘@lim‘
:liminary draft



v
+ ——T

Item 5 on the arerdy

(a) Setting up of sme
Qsiufgi the cov ang

Ore representaLive
barty recalled thar throughe,
that the futur:. Cunver
Solve a]; the

Problemg conne
account ¢ the.

Uestiong of
which hag seen {he
that UNIDROIT
the hoteikee

&
three Stieiong o the Commit

relationship bt

Cpening
Study the prep
per'g contract

“een the ony
ticular nporta
Strument and t,
thern, The cey had hithertes

recent acceptanc,. by ltaly,
incresgeq itg

Countricg be held g congide

intor—related.

reluvance and

The conclusi
to thoge countp

ieg vwhich hag
were g

eeking some guidelineg
bosal, ne. insistcd, vas not;
tourist/travel

azent/ tour op
DOint whie

h coulq only leag
the draft Convention on the
Night Create 4

the neeq for certain chanpeg

The various repran
was not wikthiy, the
Fevisien 0!’ the CCv,
bctween that

that it

instrumcnt and
They were, thercforo,
party to €Xamine the
on the hotelkeeper'

In the light o¢

working Party, the Precige
the President of the Ins

and Organisationsg

- Ctheop DS e
=T ons

ition op the

Ly

ded
. ] ~.commen
BLDERIrG O th ey had also reco

a stimulus to more

compe tenee
Neverthe o

Prepared ¢
questlon,

S contryet shoulq

cheeo Obse
COUMPOsitigy red
Litute aft <cation with the intereste
Should mecs before the next session ©
finding: To

ct immediately
mipght report jtg

<
N

: ine up of the
whe, W Proposed e 3ettine up o

utothe aj Scuscior op

cted wivh

dufinition invulvod.

araition of an intepn
nd he

Lee hiag SrCn o no exanm
and the future hote
NCC wus that of the

he limitx1tions or i
recoived 2 Somewhe

a Lourism—oriuntnLod
he thero o) o urged
P Lace extent te whic
ons of such g mectin
aLroady ratiricg th

with Copard L, Poce

LO Peyig. the oy Lu
HUniUQP/“JtUlk
to o

wenoe
Jreaterp uUnde et

hutglkewpur'ﬂ Contry

States i, ratify
in thyt C()HVE)Hthﬂ .

fNtativig who took

ol th,. Cum

feCogmiineg the
the draft

[SuR
B

Convention
2 envisage Ll
on Condi tigp th

C

ag

rvations, it
of which

Cr' congyl ++

"Yht‘ ‘.J(‘}ll fa
hotclke:v;)f;:"r; cuntract might

- Jee
intcrnational Lravel, not

¢ the fire
deeply rearetted the fact tha

lationshiP-
Hy_party tq cXanine the relatio

.

wol”king

inaist
d, iny

hee ¢ i tteo he ha e
tne Commi t il

st on

ceé
. ol fer‘en
The Diplomatic Con

(;1“ning
t
inter”

. ov
. ) 2
“Whional Cenvention 8

. 2
sible
ination ot the pO? n., b
tkeeper's Conventio id davn
liability régimes 12 by
slate
ability contemplat

ion bUt

P ta
ite
lukuwarm roceptl

oxcellen
Country par exce restt

. inte
hat o mestjng of cre

~te W

b the twe inetrument t ondy
I no :ch
£owould be helpful e Whie
SV g e to ChOSH

oo met agse U ]

Hfieations )
Ihie ratificati the wholt

U rather to view 1 Stand

. .oba
complex from a gl

And

~oy an

. . :h the CC .
anding ot both t ] FCVICW

o . nera :catt
Ct. Buch a gen indicé

o least
the coy op ot leas

2ingt
. aprecl
he f‘]()ol'y while agr

ed to @

mittee 1 procccd. oxi

close rulationshlp'p con
. . N ) .

on the hocelkeeper orking

W
. N zmall
onvening of a sme che WOF
L ¥

5tirf
trac

By ST
the completion ©

not bhe retarded thzreby.

all
at a sma
was agreed that a

ced by
should be determined States

£ the

the latter.

¢



- 21 -

I - 1 s -
{b)} Date_and place_of the nexi_session of the Committeg
_____ ._—_—_.._-__—-._..-..-.—._.._...______v__‘

agreed that its fourth and final searion should

The Committee
of the Ingtitute from 25 to 31 October
He!

the headquarters
second reading of
should prepare d
ttee had not so

be held in Rome at
1978, on which cccasion the
Sccrctarlat
h the Commi

the draft would be completed

an : ich t is’ ‘ C
d for which the 1ist of provlems in respect ot

. 25 Y Ot

the substance of whic k

far taken a decision.



P



ANNEXE T

LNNEX 1

pARTICIPANTS

LISTE DES
PARTICIFANTS

LIST OF

M. Roger John BALLARD-TREMEER,

AFRIQUE DU SUD -7 )
SOUTH AFRICS gacretary of the South ffrican Embassy
4 ‘ piazza Montu Grappa, < - 90195 Rome

- M. Wolfgang REISHOFER,

AUTRICHE ” .
LAUSTRIA Head of Sectlon
' rederal Ministry of Justice - Wien I

- ¥, Henri HEIMANG,
dA'sdministration

BELGIQUE _ e
BELGIUM Secrétaire
- | Ministére de la Justice

Place roalaert, 3 - 1070 Bruxelles

- M. Henry L. MOLOT,

CANADA o ;
Legal Adviser.,
Constitutional, Administrative and
International Law Section,

pepartment of Justice - Ottewa

CITE DU VATICAN M. Fio CIFROTTL
président du Tribunal de la Cité du Vatican

VATICAN CIVY o . . .
via Antonio Cesari, § - 00152 Rome

Marco Tulio AMAYA DIAZ,

L
COLOMBIE o cecoional .
COLOMBIA Dlr§Ct°T Seceional Corporacion Nacional de
Turismo de Colombia cn Veneruela
Bogotd D.E-Calle 28 M.13-A-15 - Pisc 18
Booota
_ M. Roberto HERNANDEZ CABRERA,
CUBA . B .
First Secreiary,

Embassy of Cuba, Rome



BYRTS-UNze D' AR T
URITED 1215 o MERTCA T M John Rostumgy

Cortter rap Liv & Sociay Policy
700 N S50l ww Washiroton, D.C.

~ M. Thomgs foseph [ERRAC O
nttornuy Advic

sor, ‘ tment
Office of the Loral dvisor, Depa

- ” 20520
of Ltate, - Washih;{tonr Dl o=

FRinCE - M

.. Jeun~?iurrc PLANT/RD, Présidevt ?ufo
Magistrat, Chef dy Burcew du droit ¢
ct intz:rrmtional ,

Ministire de oy
14

u comtt
pel

a Jurtier .
ol
» Plac, Yendeme - Poris
e e
e Jean-Fay BERAUDO son et
) it europée¢
Maristrat ay Buriau du droit cur 5lrticc
2 us
I3 . ”. M e L 2 1
1ntnvrnzxt1cnual du Ministir: de 1

1RO “lace. vVenidome - L(_’_Ll__*_l‘(_r_

RSN PP U conr T-UESFONTﬂIﬂgsi
Charpce g, Miscion sy Burcau d'hote
Ministap, des Sports b Loisirs,

92, rus ., Cource] oy - Faris

1leri01

GRECE

| = M Kyrigkes RODOUSSAK 15, e
R o o , : £ Gre
GREEQE Tirgt 7§(;';c:x‘(3fapy of the Embassy ¢

Via g, Morcndantu At 50198 Rome
M R

ceé

JRL; NDE - M, “athe CROWLEY,
TRELAND Assistant Secretaryq
anartmcnt of

Justico,
7276 St.

in 2
Stnphen's Green - 252332"
ITRLTr

- M. ﬂntcnino DE cIMonE
ITALY

Dirottore di Sezione;
“inigtope, Turisme - “pettacolo,
Direzione

v i M ¢
LeNeral e Turicmo - Rome



NORVEGE
NORWAY

£y

REFUBLIQUE DEMOCRATIQUE
LIC

GERMAN DEMOCRATIC REFUB

ROY AUME-UNT
UNTTED KINGDOM

SUEDL
SWEDEN

SUISSE
SWITZERLAND

TURQUIE
TURKEY

LLEMANDE = i1

. M. Bengt G.

M.

o]
- M. Helge ATALAND .

Counsellor, Ministry of Justi
Akersgt. <, 0slo Dep. - O0slo

Helmut HEIMSCHEL

. - i
enschaftlicher Selwrotar,

M ss
i
fur Staats- und Rechtswissenschaft

Akademic
Ger DDRY
Augustheb91~Str. LY
1502 Potﬁdam—ﬁabclsbgrw

DDR -
M. Robert BLACK,

Advocate;
1 Library, *arliament House,

Advocate
uare - Edinburgh EH1 1RF

?arliament 59

NTLSSON,

Head of pDivision,
Ministry of Justice,
K - §~10310 Stockholm

Fac

sicrve WIDMER,
. . . A
scientifique a la Division Fédérale

Adjoiht

de la Justice,

- CH--3003 Berne

ralais Fédéral Ouest -

Muhittin YILMAZ,

M.
|T Nal I.‘,\.‘ - N .
Tnforaation prés l'Ambassade

Conseiller d
de Turquic,

piazza della Repubblica 56 - Rome



-

FOLDOME

FOLLND

TUNTSTE
TUNISIA

CONSEIL pg L'

ASSOCIATION INT
INTERNATIONAL
Sccrétariat In
International Se

Néléguss des
Delepateg of

("BSE}'LVA‘IEURS
ORSEP 8

-t

S Tyomunt BALK’&k?K?.

.Bmé‘
url
sviatore de TO
Chefl du Démartcment, Ministore
<, ruc Lltewsicn, . Varsovie
4 - .. ¢
- M Janaes [NJLLING&R. J Tourism
- sty
v Tt v L
Cher gy Dﬁpnvtwmun‘, Ministers

<5 orue i, A N T TN I
sl

- Stelan PUDG,

) i . iu Tourisme
Dzrer.ltoux' Qe 'O Cicn du fouri
Polonaig g Rome
Via v, \’\,.-m:t,o, e

- Rome

o Mohamo g Bh’l.n.il).

de: Sopy ieo, s aiony
s : s ; " Lome TUN1E
Ulfiae sational gy fourioam

L fvenye Mehamed - Tunis

s

ECROPE
COUNCIL op EUROPE

M. Thomag OUUHTERLON”
Administrr

?

‘teur pPrincipal,

Counciy of Eupnpr.

‘.“7( ) r; rae -, . C(\(I(_.x
)O(\ tr ‘,boul = 2dex

JI'I‘IRNATIOI‘J/‘LE DE L'HO'['I'IH.E‘IRIJ') (

2T
HOTRL, ASSOTI!\TI On( IHA)

H

ternational

- . ; de
~ Mme “hristianc CLECH, 1penCes
ety . . > les 0L
Cretariat Charyor deg Relations avee le ’
, VOya[{(‘S‘, )

18
par>
- .. 75009
- o
89, rue gy Pauhouru St. lleoner

Associationﬂ Nationaleﬁ
National hssociations

AN Jont MI SSCHER
gPCfétalPt,
Socidt SUisge Ao Hételicrs

Honbijoustr, 140 CH-2001 Berre

.
-~ N

'
. Jean M‘JLLER, 1
H6telier, d

.1 C
el
e . . cons
Dalépya du conmits Zxécutif du

euX
1050 MontL
Grard Hotel Territet . (H-1820

e
My

Francois VAN DER LLST,

166
al
- . . . " Bng
E>(:r;r~':'t:;1re Gen{ez‘ul, lerie r
1 - + Fal B » (]
k :der‘ation Nationale 4. 1118 Fe]

~ -



N

4. Pioter M. VELDKAMP,

- H.

rvocat,
rlandaise

HNntionale né

ssacciation

¢ 'Cravelandsewes 117

1AME ALBERGHI E TURISMO - FATATY
afino GATTI,
at the Unive F"lty of Naples

'PhDhRnerNL DFLLE ASSOCILZTONI TTAL
-~ M. Ser
professor @
Consultant
p. Mincio 2 — Rome

DE RUGGIER

- Mlle Chiarangela
Seerétalre
p. Mincio. 2. Romc.
- . Nario

ons sultant:

Hotel Gran Naradise -- Sorrepto

y DES ASSICTATIONS D' AGENTS DE VOYAGES ~ FUAAV

FEDERATION UNTVERSELL
.M. Goorges SELNET,
Commigsion Juridique,
1¢ Syndicat National des Agences de Voyaps
< 2S5

30 Lvenuo Marnix - 1050 Bruxslles

représentant également

INTERNATIONAL ORGANTZATTON OF AONSULERS UNMIONS -~ 10GU

. M, Stephen HROUGH

Emmastraat 9 .. 2595 LG - Iﬁi_ﬁazgg

yNDICAT MATTONAL DES - ;7S DE VOYLGES - SRLV
Rrornai-d DIDELOT

~ . F

Adminigtrateur,
nue Villaret deo Joysuse - 75017 Taris
e )

6,

. . Jean LEFAPE,
gecrétaire Général,

ne

6 Rue Villaret d¢ Joycuse ~ 75017 Pari
Jovag rards

G,

. 1 Georges SELNET,
6, Rue Villaret de Joyeuszme - 78017 Pari
JEPLL PAras



UNIDRQIZ :
M.Hm&o“

ey
WATEICT

Riccardo SONTen

“alcolm Eving

11~ Morin

—-"Z}‘.r‘istin._‘- KA

Frégi don t/Tre
S;crétairc

g“??@ﬁﬂirﬁ Ulndray

Jeputy chrutary G

Charps a-

Génér

Sioey s,

eral
al/Secretary Loncra

. Cr‘
. ffic
chhyrchen/ R osenrch 0



w

(63}

AGENDA

Approval of the draff agenda
on the hotelkeeper's contract

gtrument
ganiSers and hotelkeepers and

he future in
en tour CI'

Applicability of T
ational convention on the Travel

concluded betwe

to contracts
s with the 1970 I

its relation
Contract (ccv)

ntern

completion of the first reading of the preliminary draft Convention

on the hotelkceper's contract
ible introduction of a reservation clause permitting States to
(&) ohet
gories of establishments providing accommodati
. . s < ion
lication of the preliminary draft Convention
on

Poss
exclude certain cate
from the SCOP€ of app

the hotelkeeper's contract
rcliminary draft Convention on the hotelkeeper!
ceper's

Second reading of the p
contract
Othe business
(a) Setting upP of a small working party to examine the relationship
petween the ccv and the future Convention o1 the hotelkeeper's
contract )
ext session of the Committee.

(b) Date and place of the n



