-

- UNIDROIT 1978
Study XII - Doc. 49
(Original: English)

Unidro it

COMMITTEE OF GOVERNHMENTAL EXPERTS
MINARY DRAFT CONVENTION

FOR THE EXAMINATION OF THE PRELI

'S SONTRACT

ON THE HOTELKEEPER

REPOR T

of the Sccretariat of UNIDROIT
on the fourth gesgion of the comnittee
held in Rome from 23 to 31 October 1978

Rome, November‘1978



Cf NII)HO S O mlt,L Qe O F arnmen ‘,al E X [) AR MY
I] e ( FOVLaINMe + . e 4
p[‘,* l lLXlElI y ra t (‘O € Ll IS ! (3] 1’1(‘)1;‘,11{\'; l‘ -

d s f nve on on L}l 2 £ 2ePEN S

at the hcadquartana of the Institute from 23 t
o .

‘ The fourth sessic
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In introducing t item on

recalled in the first place tha
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] proaniser (csp¢01ally Article 15). The memb:ps

in SiP“SSan the importance

f the trav
satisfactory rules

ad however
ntbach@u

beon Urlanlmol,‘“
08 + ah;luhm""ﬂl £ Of

1 contracts ¢ and while they could not of coursc

nair Gove o1 would be prepared to accepl any revisad |

a5s conqndcrcd vhat in view of the fact thﬁt
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initiative for revising th o ooy cughlt in no way to do 'lay the “Pd‘dy con inde-
of the Convention on tho hotolkaeper' s

. uite
& contract which could stand d
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on the more general question of the ©
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been falt that Article ) might b “Apand.d, in ihe firet plac: by CXPre” ;ln
idantifying the partics to the hotalkww[ ne n’*“
it clear that the Convintion applicd n priveiple only to relations be o
hotzlkeaprr and the puest, Airrospective of vho was the party with whom it
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delegation in puwtlcular. which argued

the future. CCH a nunber of dktallcd“r;l/c’
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gs under the ‘

ate
and . that: and
parapraph
hotclkeeper

The second propos aal for

business pasis"
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A furthor amsndment dsigned Lo replecs th. toprm "for roward Y
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the ixpression “fop g charps iacluding board and iodging” ("moy-mnant ft
priz de ponsioa' in the Tropeh text) was rejected on the orounds that 3

might in certain countries introduce otz

keeper's contraoct the r« i ana :
although this clement sccomed to be necesvary for the definition of @ hotel o

in one of the States @nsu”’
within the Committe. :
kesper's contract as

into the basic definition of ab
Guirement. that food and drink must he PFQVide

. [+
representsd at the session, thore had bzen no ConJh te

. e o
that it should be an indispensable clement of the
de:fined for the purpes-s of the future CCH.
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The last point of discus a

ssion concerning parapraph 1 centred
the term "zppropriate ancillary servicer” ("certains cervices ot presta
accassoires” in the French text). Tn this

counection it was recalle rep ¢
Tt e . . . 3
this wording, which had been chnsen by the Working Committee which had ¥ the.
Ak . . + . . ‘ “ Qr‘ ' g
the first draft of the preliminary dratt CCH, had been intended to €OV hjd1it
provision of those bagsic itengs cuch as light, water and linen wi thout v  11y
would be impossible to conte o

Lemplate o hotelkeeper's contract in the gend da to
‘ : 7 1d¢e
accepted sense of the term. Tn these circumstances the Committee dect hich
delete;, in the English text, the worn "appropriaie” the connotation of ¥
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. ‘ he W
could very from one ¢stablishment to another, and in the French text b 1ism

"certains", which had been introduce

d only to permit some sort of I Lo
with the English text. It was further decided that the idea of indicati i‘ibg
servie2s indispensable for the performance of a hotelkeeper's contract v w
better achieved in French by the replacencnt of the word “accessoir”su by
"complémentaires' .
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With respect to the new paragraph 2, only one chéﬁﬂe of SubStésc
was proposed, namely the deletion of the words "or a person actinﬂ on hl;ing
behalf", the inclusion of which had repregenteg a feeling within the wor'dh‘
party that zven the statemer j -

1 3 + 3 i co
Nt of principle cembodied in the PFOVlSlOn :
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leave open the question, on which agre the com

cement had been reached in 1f of @
itself, of whether g contract concluiled between a travel agent on beha fAth
i ) . ” v & " $ b d v
guest and a hotelkeepar should be considercd to be a contract conclude teﬂtly

. ~ " . K . » 3 Sis .
the puest. Without in any vay modifying the position which it had con the

adopted throughout its consideraiior ) i ta o  ttee was © ir
opinion that the words in question QOZidth}Sﬁma?thri-th( gomvltts - 1

4 glve rise to confusion, evel
cases where a travel agsent was acting as an agent of the hotelkzepP? rds
on behalf of both hotelkeeper and gu=st . g
"or a person acting on his behalt",
ments-of a purely drafting
working party.
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howaver, gave rise to more difficulty
 to the extent that saving clauses
of cortain provisions of the

I The wording of paragraph 3,
'? Particular, th- vicw was advanced tha
Might be necessary to pormit the anplication
future Convention to relations betw2en hotelkeapers and partiss to the hotel-
kGepers contract other than thQ guast,bit would bo priferable to make a g6
1, paragraph 3 prather than in the context
Of.the specific articles concernsd.  Onco agreement had besn reached on this
POint, the question arose of how Articls 1, paragraph 3 might bc suitably

at a refervncs should be madc in that provision
0 thesn, an eXpress derogation was med
(formerly Article 7, paragraph 6)
provisions, Article 3 (which
d Article 4 (formerly Articlé 5) which
hotelkzepers and parties to tho

nere s )
al saving provisien in Article

amended and one: suggeStiwn'was th
0 b covared.
paragraph &)
were other

s:lih? specific articles :
but in the renumbercd Article 6,
one delegation indicated that there
C?mbined the former Articles 3 and 4) an
Might also be of relevancs Lo relations betw
Contract other than the guesth go that it would be
?rticle 1, paragraph 3, a8 had been sugpesteds S0 as
IonvcntiOH exproessly provides otherwises it shall apply oply to relations
between the hotnlkenpﬁr and the gues Other delegations, however, considered
that it was difficult to 5S¢ {the circumstanows in Which paragraphs 2 and 3 of
the renumbered Article 4 d@aling‘With contracts for a pericd of time defined
approximatuly and with contracts cor an'ind%tﬂrminate pcriod? could.apply tg e
rel _ hotelkeoper and ‘Further, it Was‘argued
by some delegations that in any syent tho nev Articles ? and 4 were concerned
Yith the con;Juqion of thu hotelkeepor's contract and with the establishment
of 1ts duratignhinAcaﬁes of contractswother than those‘for a determined period
"0 that any restriction imposcd by the ot AFLLC}C t .
not apply fo these articles. After.furt in the course of which
:“0 delepation argued 10 ravour of the no .
© contracts between hotelkeepers d travel oriaz;zh
s

(e e

inappropriate to formulate
to read "Except when this

A travel organiser.

Ations between a

wording l,wﬁaragraph 3 would
her discussion,
n—applicability o
ers, the Cemmittce decided to
convention provides other-
ar and the gﬁést”. .

f the new firticle 3

an
npxcopt whe

fo
w,rmulate that proviSion as follows e e e
o 1t shall apply only to relations’betWﬁbn . 1 D
Article 2
Formerly Article' 2
Lo any hOtelV@Cper's contract, where the

aNé : jl .
shall 01 ’ ed are situated on the terri-

ation is to be prOV1d
. .

Pre "This Convention
thmlses in which the accommod
Y of a Contracting siate.’
5 ance: his provisi ‘he
; vay 41tering the substance of 1{10 p on, the
¢ i Without in any : . : fying the drafting.
Ommlttﬁe amended it with a view to 81mp11fy1 g
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and Article 4
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“ coa 4. '
roguees el
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,Called
yat"

' Oria propoenl by one delogation i+ was apgreed that Artic
should be combinzd in o singlc arliclt . nnd

thi new varegrapn 1 of Article 2 T orme :rly Articl.. A), th.: Chairman re .
that the working party had pointed out that the words "o furnish th? g
might imply that thz articl.:

keeper and the guest but

of Article 1

‘h”iP OPdQF pﬁvﬁrs”d. AS

n th?
vas addregssedd only to contracts bectwed

r
o ; new P2
thot this problem would b golved by the NS
propoged by the working party.

aph

| jele
L rnunber ol dilagiitions called for the doletion in the nev Artl:ﬂ‘
paragraph 1 of t d" d]ﬂcchich
th“l”. Vl*aW this pr defining the time ab v
the: 1ﬂtclk*0"r'" refercne. to the ancillary o
vices being irrelovant

paragraph 1 where the

aprecd Lo deleot

roference to the "ancillary serviens r cques e
WAL concornad only with

conibract i conelnud.d, the

cl

. o 1b1

in thia cont: gt and of importanca rather iv A for
[l

hotelhkeeportg contruct is defin 1. It was ther

to the phrags although

DVlSLWn

-

A X . 1o of th¢ '
Sugpestion thats the whols cc*’d
- . ',.‘,‘.., g - . \ . 5 l
Arﬂlclv 4 be duloted on the grounds Lhat, it shateg the obvious was ‘wou]d
ATtor some further discussion th. Committoe aproe to n rwdrﬂftrwhlch

at the same timg indicate thav th,, Provision was intended to apply 0
hotclk&cper's contracts and thaot guch. coniracts could not be rcﬂardOd
buen concluded by the: tacit aceLplanc. of on. of the partics, The nev
lation rinds o3 £ollows: A hotalkeen oy o contrac, ded wheth
~Xpressly accepls the affor mad. by Lhe athupn

all ind
as ha/*

form4” oty

one pa
in conclu

R o i X L'Cl:}
As to the iormer Articlg 3, now paragraph 2 of the now Ared
only drafuing amoadmontc WYL made

. she W
in particular the doletion of ¢
"other" in the English vy

which wag considored to b supﬁrfluousﬂ

{1W
hot<~



Q-

A t,iil(-: 4

BN

153

Formerly Article

ni ' ‘ :
indets L. A hotelkezper's contract may bt concluded for a determined or an
lterminate period. | an

c l 1 d.-')(l QI a dﬁ, t { & O
er ”l]_ll(:d yerl (.1,
n ‘uh bc‘mlc \.)f a nNew

rey
o

o contract is con

2. If a hotelkeeper'
the accommodabicn o)

::stffeét may continue to cccupy
act.

juded for & pariod of rime defined approximately
determined period. The termination
reference to tha earlicst date
For the purpose of this

shall S; A contract conc¢ ‘
date be deemed to be concluded for & &
or ShbptsuCh ? contract ahall be dﬂtﬂfmxncd hy
Provia: est time mentioned in the
sion approximate referencas

to g
month as twenty-uight days.

ned.

period d=fine

K are to be taken as ‘seven days and

to a vee

t 4. If = hotelkeeper's contract is concluded for an indeterminate period
¢ . . L od .
thi hotelksepar or the guest may terminate it by
is p i ' .
S regard to the other D such oth

[She ¢lore midday, ©°F
ovid. p o
) Vided by the hotelkeeper's contract. or the inter
0te)

cxpressing his intention ir
er roasonable time as may b

nal regulations of the

and Aridcle 8, paragraph 2

)

tha accommodatioh occupied'by
ceper's contract at such reéqm-
;gulations of the hotel

required 10 vacaty
{ the hot:1k
-p by the r¢
< accommodation up to

him 0The gucst may bz
on the day of the rermination ©

Nable 43 ’
I 1¢ timy ag is provided py that contract
1 no such time is specificds the guest may OoCCupy th

2 pum.v
n of paragraph 1 of the renumbered

... discussio
o minor drafting changes

Artj There was DY aubstant1Vvs :
*cle 4, which was adopted &8s 1t stood, subject t

+
Lo
the French, teoxt.
alled that the working

chairman rec
The provision was

‘the
sent wording.
ition that a guest occl-

iod cannot continue

In conncction with paragfﬂph'g’
.y its PT¢

Dar\\t.
.Y had seen some difficultics 1
' propos

SHlf—évidcnt
determingd peT

int,

pzfind“d to establish the perhaps S477° 7

t0 & accommodation under @ contl’ac*ﬁ'iorf ( {:hi pasis of a new mm}trdct JRRU B

d uoccupy it beyond that period except OB ,1?~ sie O e contract and in-
&ed o - 1 o o made bY one: Jelepation o clarify this reading by
oposal had ben m continue +p occupy the accommodation on the

st may only

Sayj
Ng that '"the gue

agj e
S of a new contract.



23 N - -~ . erd rl
such o rr wording would LoC howevaer overcon . hhe difFficulty ind
in the use of the porg "hotelkaopor s precissly
o ,
3 tat;rd the fonr of be T ) |
I

conlracl" in paragraph 2.
Y - H

v oworking party was that in th. cag of o contract 1

¢ i-: - e 4 E : as™
a hotzlkeepur AU 5 travel Geoaniges say for a scrics c¢f group booking®

58 of
the COn‘U’Xt '

for four months, a gioge

fCCupying accummodation in the hotel in

i b AR T - oo ls 1 '[ n ' Ot

the first two-weok packags four might oock Lo {nsist on remaining in B¢ crin

or thee pe T o oner's ¢ :
for the whol.. of the four—monty, poriod by claiming that the "hotolkeeper

- 'L” ad YNe-y N R P AN S 3
trac had bLrin concluded fer o ditorminegd period of Couwr months

P4y . . th ‘
With 2 vioy to climiaating this semewhat unlikely ove ntuality: ing
working party had sought chan?

. Lo reformuinte pacapraph ¢ without in any way 1ugio®
its spbstanCu, and in Lh: course of this oxercise it had come to the cone pard”
. e e - . . . o . 3 r

that the bogg place for it would Deoal the end of the article, since unde

actS f

- 3 felf‘
Ll avoid merely stating the ohvious, n o2 a8

graphs 3 and 4 a1y hotolk cper 's contracis soonir or later hecome Contr

a detormined Deriod, Moreaver,
.t’hat thh’ o Ne n. v, s oy o . . . 1’"11’)
2 revorded paragraoh p MEhy bo combingd with Article 8, paragts

a new varagraph 4 which Wit poad e follows:

H

V
ccUp-
"y . Ty, v i to ©
. Unless the hot :iemp agrees that the puest may continue spad 9

& ne 3 SN ) E PPN . . u

oaccommodation an the bhasis of o LW coniract, the guest may be red ern

- . RO . ! 3 a
vacate the accommodation on the agread day at such roasonable time as ha 1

) - HUC <2 Wl 4ol i
o S N o ' H ) o o
agreed by the partics or e 13 provided ter by the repulations of the ho‘ 2 pl
y the regulat w0 2
up b

If no such time js specifl d, the. BULST iy oceupy the accommodation

2. one in

Some: delegnticng fov vourcd the rotinkion of paragraph <, the

.y - L3Sy 'v H 5T C’ltc
ticular cornidering that it was hot s lf-cvident hat, the guest must VA c
accommodation at tho cngd of the hot Tkeope g contract and a rw PrcﬁﬁntdL

1
, {i. cul .,
< dn his country it had oft:n proved dsf deleds atii "
N (5 e
A puest in such circumstances. Another rewﬁrw'

argued in favour of the rolontion of
by adding the wordg 'only" after the

of that dvl\patlon statzd that
for the hotnlk:upur o romove
the paragraph provided that it v8° thet
ano
(,hr)ul d b
whioh

1 COn’
the

words "the puest may", while yob
suggastaed that, tha_idua of rinvvwal of {he contracy on the same Lerms
introduced., 7o thiz it wae objuebod that there might woll be casos in
the: status of ), puss wanld ]

e - - ' qve
changa, for axample o guesit under @ Lre

tract deciding to romain in the hotel in individual capacitys and her?an
terns of the contra et might very il bi altwred., In addition his pogltil Lo
would alter radically since, for xarple, the hot ik cper would now P & é‘
gxerciss a right of cotantion over tho guzet's property which he would nio
nornally be ab}c o do when the fusst Tornsd part of g proup under & tra cher
contract. T would, th@réfnrn, b casantial Lo avoid any implication ?

bei : UMD+ - ¢ Peomes S
€ing a presumption of Fhe ronewal of the Initial conteact.




in the course of which a number cf dele

r]_LoCU‘" S LOﬂ 3
ags to th pTaCLICdl value of peragraph 2, it was
¢, howsver; supported . the

1}]¢ C'f)mIﬂJ.i,u ,
\rticle 8, paragraph 2 be intro-

drafting amendments.

gt After further
a ,-‘ .
db ions exproessed doubts
¢cids
d to deletls the provision.

Prop
posal of the working party that the former

DubJecf only to Vet -y minor

dUC )

ed as a naw paragraph.A,

tion with the formar Arbicle 5 paragraph 2y the repra-
anrv"oed aom doubts about the policy underlying

1hdt the rules laid down o determine the le npch

time defined upp;Ohlmdtuly might rﬁnw

A guest booking accommedation

sentative In connae
the v of one delsgation
ofw D?ovision ho the axbent
COuEZS:Ficts Qo?cludud for @
Tor g;vf o the interests of‘cunoum
only‘;“”? Lo ten dayo would, under tha
Ho th:Wan days and the hotclkaapcr mlghf
to piv?¢for? proposud that thape shou%d be
Ufa;h ¢ notico to the guest of vhe uxistence

» for in most carcs the gn uu]d not be

Provigion

D "1od of
exr pFOtPCflbﬂ.
draft gonvention,
give him notice
an obligation on the hotelkoeper
of th=
aware of tho

have a contract for
to leave-on that day.

rule contained din tho para-
ast W existence of the

gupport- ‘and another delegation, also

- pLOteculonV suggested that tho

he the 1atest date or the
usaed to establiish

2.3

argued, would avoi

al receivcd SOMme,
of cons umar b
S0 {hat
a define

o This propos
Q(fnsit_ .
ive to the requirements

peversud it would

4 which. would: be

™Male 1.4
€ laid down might be
it was further

the UPLJO

lon,
t;t,;St period m”ntioﬂﬁd in
lingth of *hﬂ contract. Such & aOluithf
o given Lo the rule as hitherto formulated that
d cease to exist and

rontraft woul

the
interprotation ~hich might
tn T un.

On(‘(: .

an the shortest period had claps?
p
W contract for an ind:s perminatl

d, the old
p“ldd pogin
hownv«l, difficulties in the proposal
iva notice of the rulsz to the guest. In: the
d ouL that @ rule was being Sbﬁgc%tﬁd which was accom-
gh 5 might he 1m911011 that if the hotelkeeper we
go 1d]1 to give noticc, Ahen the 5upg{ would D% sntitlad Lo retain the accomno-
ation for the remaining f.the contract length had been approXi-
Mately defined. ’\n';thel” Spjach was that it al to oblige a. person
r while it was also suggastad thax

gaw B¢ 3OMe

of Other dwl ~prationss
fequiring the hotelkeeper to fed

ri
ret . .
Pa t place it was pointe
ani
¢d by no qanuflon althou
whose

pmrlod )
was unusu

Lion

ations
As i buts rar
S rhal b a lONgE: I-4H g.I"lO O ‘L_]_-n; would . el
b fo the reversal of 1 hat he long: P be uger
X Cal & trac % : ‘*ldlcatnd that the Of‘“ ot
culats the 1ength af the contrats .
o of the gu~ st to the @

t "
LO give notice of a legal o anothe
he nropesal ué 1 cover only @ . which arise put rarely in practice.
w2 W OULL )
he rule 80 © .
;¢ was also

Tlgh* ba contrary to the jnteruste extent that the form.r
\p v - anply - .
ticle 7 (now renumbered srticle 6) v to apply



- 12 -

. | peiculti®?
In Lth-g. Slreumstanes s, and dlfflCUl

_\;
eXpericncad in findine an

requlrensat, of noticye; the Commibic. decided not Lo insert o provis
matbzr in the draft Convintion, without prujudics however Lo giving fu
consideration to the id.oa prior £o5 ths Diplomarie Coaference tu be conve
the

in vicw of thi congiderable b

) ! ] t. (‘

appropriate and simple form of words to cover 1h‘
sion on

p£her
ned f

v
L,t X
e e s . .. s .
the adoptinn of the Convention. Subjicl Lo mipop drafting amcendmé nts i0
. H VIq
of thn baragraph romcined subs shansially thal which the Committee had PFO

nally adopted at ite first sinsion,

. -1

. g " - # f th .

No important qu-stiong of subslance were pain-d in respect © diﬁ

~ A L. N - C ¢
former Articis 5, parapraph 3 although th. provision was ;llfhtly modifl
make it clear that a contract

. d on 2 :
for an dndoverminat - prriod is ‘concluded 1d 1 ft"”’)rlt
day~to-day basis. It was farther netod that nething in the articls wou

wh
such a contract becoming for (Xc’ir‘r’l

a Mon day ‘the
he fo110wi¥

a contrnct £or o doiernind poriod, as

a gurst occupying accummodation or A day-to-day bacis ohtaing on

acraeenent of the hotelkeinir to hig comnining in the hetel until t
I'riday,

Article ©
Joiilte

Formerly Irticls g
1Y
ion on

“].. ! el A Lerevy ke, vy 3 » int
fhe hotelkerp v Shed 1 brovids o gt with the aceommot shall

ancillary sorvices Pequested: to the oy gant thoti he Fodls e Jdo 80 he
be liable for the damage oty ;ooufy ) |
¢ che damage cetually oufeon,.g by the puost,

. he

. hat
2. e shall however be pelisyed vl linbility Lo the extent tha

P Yl e ey ey p e . 4 racr - : b i ’:\l(%n
ensurss chat the gusst is wnablod Lo conelud., o contrnet on terms UqulV‘h pis
to those included in ihe original contract The roagonable expenist wh i

. CU. LN LA O T A

C‘ubst' ; “ic . N1l o Hetll ) 3 L
S itution rntails for tne Fuest shall he met by the hotoelkoeper'

in introducinp th-

discussion, the Chairman stated the
to parapgranh 1, the

working party had v 2ted that the ¢ :cond 94'”[3“]?0 ()mmo ’
specify to whom the hotilkesp or ig Tiable for failure o provide the 20° re
tion requestod.  The original intcntisn of the Committes had been TO )nJ; cas”
that the guest would alwnys havc @ remedy against the hotolkespel in oot

irrespactive of whether op ok

as word.. -;«lw‘,__ \ A e P . c -
as word:..d provision also Snemed o give o right, of nction to & [lttCV’
against the hotelkeope If this ha i ] i i £ the ComM 3
.? Per. 11 this had not been the 1ntentlon of th? gD £h¢
then the second sectinn of baragraph 1 might be amendnd so as Lo Te@

1y g
1m95 nif
* gusst had concluded ths contract hqv@ oré?
tr

. : 4 amagt
extent that he fails 26 de 8o he shall br 1lqb]f Lo the guest for ih¢ o a
> 1 (2 H i ¢
. E A o ' - L i
actually suffer.qgn, 1f, hoviaver, the Commitl .= wers of the opl inion the

: £0
remady against thg hotelkoupor ?

o ) ) tio
should b, availabls under the Convel

s




- 13 -

uest who had ¢ d the kotelkeeper's contract,
an embass
£ the para
rticle
ovision would have
ation beyond the rela-

onclude
y reserving accommodation for a dele-
graph would prasent no difficulty
1, paragraph 3 were to be g
to ke in-

gzrtlps other than the g
ch as a travel organise
nt wording. @
if the2 nevw A
a gaving PT
its applic

r or

gati .
A 19“»then the prase

pPO ¥
blem would however arise

aAcCont ol

SCOoTLo .

ptaed and in thosc circums
rovision &
ol ReGPers.

tances
cluded 1 e
ed ] .
tion in the present P xtending
5 between guests and ho
delegation arguad in favour of ‘the application of
telke DTS and parties to the hctel-

1e absence of agreement o 1he con

n of opinion on the question of
oo OF paragraph‘l bo given a direct action

o whare he was not a party to the hotel-
ability of such an action
partly on the’
tpavel organiser in

the provi -Whila only on:
keeper ision to relation
trary bS-Contract othzr th
Whethpry“thﬁm’ there was anm
agaiﬁét Ehu guest should bY vi
ainst the hotelkoopel i thos: €asH

The: arguments against the avail
y couceptual legal‘considerations.

5 remedy @

o b bwedi ho
an the guest in ti
oro clear divisio

keenar ! .
SISTE) o]
anp‘r'o contract.
QAP ye . .
based partly on puri:l

fact
ct +that + ]
that the guest would already have s
1 contract and partly on
compgnsation from the gusst in bhe

-th@
) casa of .
as2 of an organ:s&d trave
o claim
pay the notelkesper for the ser-
contract.

¢ pe held liable for failure’

gainst the
the absenca of a cor—

homﬂqumrt
failing to

bha travwl

responds

pvipundlng right of L

2vent of & i ] .
“of the travel organlser's

et unde?

Moreovar, it was

Vices
fgj'° provided to the BUS
Al ) . 7 . . .
xd that in some cases the hot;lkcepbf migh
certain typ: which a travel orga-

odation of @
ch had not buen specifi-

- gccomi
£ bhut whi

the travel crganiser. The hotel
ygurcr of the travel orga
raa-

to
r 1 .
provide scrvices &

Nige

O .

r had undertaken O procurt
en the hot

for a AUES
olkeepel’ and

call ‘
y agreed upon b twe
act as an

k(-‘ )
“per was, in fact, be

1ing called upon o

Niser
however raiscd against this lio

a2
out that a direct action

side the specific areuns

er—arguments ware

it was pointed

lable jin many jurisdictions cutb

jty and jpsuranceés _fton on the pasis of the
Hossihility of an action being

A number of count
first place

of
( reasoning. 1n the
acts Y )
tion dirccte) was aval
concept of sti-

AS to the

0(‘
D*lproducts liabil
u gk .
ationg in favour of third partiss: :
travel orpanisel this might in fact be non-
to the extent that the CCV

tho latterl was insolvent or
1imit his 1iability to the

i S o

or the travcl'organlsmr_had sought to 4
. nor.did thene goem TO pe any reason in
id the gravel organ
o the L*lkeeper.
the

br .
ought, by the guest against the

ex-
istent in cases wh

ar?
squity why the guest
should then be callod

it was suggested thut

,
Was applicable
iEZSE by contracts
Upon 2d already P
the o © pay & second Lime
“p: substitution of the yords "AETYET |
h “quested" in the gontaencd of paragrﬂph 1 wou
Obelkeeper would aat in €ases wherda,

than had been agresd

Lo & gut
Or:y . oy L aahs
panisuye brought 1O p of guasto

isar.fo: his vacation
Furthermors

hotelkeepsr !
14 make it clear ‘that the

s contract! for

first
not be 1iablé for exsmple, a travel

the hotsl e numbé

a -largs



or whore o trave OIS i i
q A travel organis.or held ont in his prospectis that the hotel

offered services or amenitics which the hotelkaoper had never under taken

to providsz. Finally, in wnswer Lo the objercition that che provision WOUld(‘””
the hotelkezner to the POSsibility of two achions being brought agains® hlmi
one by the guest and ons by they travel crganiser, it wns replied that 0 o
cxtint that 2 hotolkeop r might alroady nave compunsated the guest for ddegf%m
sufferad by him, the travel creaniser would snly be able to recover damnpt .

the hotelksop » Tor damage oo :
< o for wanags sutfon ) Iny oL Auints or },y him I‘)E"Z‘Sonally’

{‘:X'r Y) ' 3 sy ey L d £ . . 4 3 i
ample in respoct of the Inry causad bo his professional reputation:
Aftar welghing up the various
finzlly decidad +o retain the
directly against the

the committet
actian
o the!

argumonts advanced,
e9ibility for the guast to bring an
hOL”]k”JP%T =ven when he is not himsolf a party

et (d”

hotelkewpor's contract, subjoct however Lo the roplacing of the word ' ,requev
by the term "agreed under She hotelkowpoe g contrgct” t; which roferenc® has
already b“”n made in the pracading paragranh of thiﬁ raport,

cussion'

l(angfhy dis

Parapgraph 2 5f the articl~ was oloo 4he by
1ity

Ag aubject of
5 1t stood, it pornittod the hotelkeop-e ko rolicve himee 1F of liabi

¢nabling the guest to concluds anothor contract on torme Oqujvalcnt to thei:'
included in the originzl ono, subjoct te the hoto ke per's meeling thc’r?agk'
nable expenses entailed for Lhe puest by such ”nhnb;éuil”ﬁ- Onw dclegutlo
in particular eonsidorod Phis solution o be totally inadequate. Tho 1npri.V"‘m'l;
most frequent couss of Jdamage being sulfered by a Nhhnt was that of nis ditumlv
a hobtal and finding that the acconmodalion rogspved {or him was not %Y;énoyﬂ
It such cases it was extromcly difficnit for the guor ¢ bto prove actual i%ﬁ
lozs, sine. the damape gufl fored by him could ag a‘rulo be menbﬂ”“d moT itn
terms of inconvenionce.  The censequencas of this state of affairs had b* dané
tendency in North fmerien for hotelkaopers be of for by way of 11qu1ddtl th;t
~ofrze night's accommodation in ancther cnta Blishmant and to the axten g 0
such a gsolution might reazonably bo expectod to speoad co other Ccntlﬂﬁﬂtu 1ﬁi0

the near future it woe considored bt
in the future 2CH for such

) ‘ : u
LB would be degirable to incl

ar on-tho-gpet remedy.

sv
2 PO
Vhile rocognising the intorae. ~ i erhap® o
bility of mak; ARG W Anterast of this proposal and peTRAPY L oes, o
1ty of making provision for it's bzing containod in =a r‘"”fvatloq hé dre”
21ng ¢ 13 1 S 1Lne

thU C IR TR o 1Yy 7 ‘ 1 ) f ‘ A?‘!

sommitize was not preparcd +o includes the principls in th= body © L'mrj

de PrOV‘

Convention itself. On the other hand i agrocd that {here was - )ustlflrd of bt
- tightening up tho obligation Placed on the h hotelkeepor undex P aragrap 15 ec¥
articls and. to this “nd 1t decid+d to modify the provision in cortain i;;er'J
In the first place it congid.red that it was net enough for the note mus "’

"to snsure that the gue 8 enahl t h 7 co " ) Sl
Lrye ast i ena ed ~ ”tr‘)(,t . icv
O conciude /*10L er s fv

therefors, ac cually procure fop the and

sstoequivalont accummoddtlon




so that it is not guificiznt for a hotel-

accommodatlon in
in 2 d] stant

y claar that the
to the extent: that it rezlly is

under paragraph 1, or

to brinp an acflon in

uubh a rniUwal might
In adthlon, th

5 city ceatre to obtain
regidential quburb
gucst rcmains froe

and ks e
thb‘ "J.n 'Lh“ Same l T
. game locality's

keer
Ceper w
~ who has apreE d to })X‘C)Vid'—‘
Wtion for the guest 1

altg
Mi:zznatiyg acconmoda
ver, the new thi makes it abdndahtl
nodatlon and,
~ight to damages
hotw lk ép(r s offer and
to de ‘termine how far

r nf his llahlllty
CNees Whlch any subotltutlon of

a
izcsz:OiifiS? wéUld ' the cos st of tranoport and
refore considersd ble to make 2 op\c1f1P reference to it in
~aph 2. Finally th“ cOmm1+tue insisted that
e of failure by thP hotel-

the seco ’
nd sentoence of paragr:
would not only cases

where the hotel-

to
acce g
eQu Pt the ”1*“1“at¢VU accmm
iv
alent", thoereby renouncy his T

PR e
natively to refusc the
Judg»

damage: . .
geés, it buing open to the
1)telk"cpr

1jeving the T
{ commen bxp

| that the mos
entail for the guest would be

b(‘:

C a gI‘Ound o e
R ' o
mmittee recognisad

.d“.‘.sifu

cover

iil;i;aph 2 of the article

kﬁepér ;o-provid any accommodation at all but also those

cr fails (o FﬁngdU the typ# of accowmodatm)n actuallv agreed upon, for
v a noisy % sireect instead of the qu1et

a room ove

has agreed ro provide.

e‘(a .
Lamploe N
bla Olfl;l‘lng o the gllbut

t+he: sea which he
of one déleqaﬁion

of that del‘-‘:gation,

roor
n hl
overlooking
{he CommiBiee noted the objections
ph 2 which, in the cpinion
(,Ol’l“l‘ Ampor aneously by two dif ”“unt
an levelled ?Qalnat the ori--

'\d b
the Working Co n this con-

to 1 Tn conclusici,
& new formuiation OF

Coul

hOijﬁp?(su]t in the gusst's being pound
8ina) W“P“ 's contracts, © criticisi which B
nr-’ct]-:, ording of the provislon adoptad by t wine oo
aCconun’ the view was also oxprossed that o the ﬂx eAf : a
conc{modatnon was accepted by the £ £ a naw hO{'lkLg)kl ' Cbntract ouid b
diffnudud and the £armer € ~on+rac{ f01mlnatwd S0 that thore was in subgtance no

Terence on this point hetwe sl th= new Lext and that provis agionally ddOptLd

by
¥ the ¢
he Committes at its first S’SSlOn-

paraglak

mmittee.
t the 0qu1va]hnt

e

. . 7
Formerly article T
for any damage
to occupy the acco-

slipulated.

‘nsation
o failure

shall be
on accounf - . .
-tnrt of the perlod

he wholc or

untlt,fd to comné

"
acty 1. The hofclkeepcb
"ally suffered by him v

MMod
. Aati
tlon ?Oque ted for t
itigate the damage

: sieps to M
2. The hotelkeope! shall cake T¢ I

SUffe.
Tfered by hin.



3. " /In the abecnee of agraoment

- ~unabl?
et aya

o the contrary,/ compcnsatlpn ? .

to the hotelkzoser under this article shall oL exeae d: . ' !

anCil—‘ .

T T . . e s he
(&) /7% / pureont of the price of thn aceommodation and the o .

- o two ..

lary services provided for i th. L o
dayg/, and

contract in respect of the (irst

—e [ “ cil"
B : . he ant

. (b) / 40 / prreent of the price of the ac ,mmoddtlon and T /fl
v 3 - ‘-‘c . 3 n

lary services provided for in th: eonbract in respect of the following L

— . . . ) days:.
ddyi/, no compensation h LNg pavabi.c o in respoct of any suhsuqmﬂt ay

1.
—— . . ' 3¢ hal‘
— nsation sk
4. /In the absence of agreemant to the contrary,/ no compens f the
) - O ’
beo payab] 1 the hot

IS . ation
Akceper has beon informed of the cancellatic
rescrvation:

@

— i
e . / on \
, L =~ .an /midday

(a) for a4 stay not excecding /two days/, not later than /i - ,

the day on which th- accommodation was to b occupiad:

- - FWO
‘ . ter than /b
- (b) for a otay of from Sthroc Lo saver days/, not later Lhe
. . w . D iod;
days/ bzfore th:e dale on which “heaceommodation was to be occupiods —
- o s dZ:IY:i/
. . . . 1“(‘) o
(c) for - 3tay sxoooding /)vv“n days/, nob later than Lth

bafore the dat. ot which tha accommodation wan to Lo veecupied.

s in
dnt@
e’

- e . . .. . . Lo a1e Lo cas
5. ]n Lthe apnllc?*xon of the »nrovigions " this arvicle to ¢

' . . ion
which the U relinguishog Lh, acconmodatiion bfore the terminat de
. be
¢f tha contrac* th roequiremsnt of sholl omino~

) ancct
mined by roferencs Lo the dav ’

dation."

noidces under paragraph 4
. @
o which the pudst, relinquishes th

The Chairman statag that iha working party hoad conced f
attention on this articl., in the light o the complex rilationship 01 2 rwﬁ”
hotelkeepor and Lrivvel orpanisor or
company booking accommodation) who
Taking the presont ddrafting
considersd thai

or
other party (such as an embassy

jth a hote
might  conclud. a contract wit ar®
3 ing P b

of parapgraph 1 of the article, the workd! to ©
it mighn b interpreted as permibiing the horclk““peis
compensation from a guest who did net nccupy accommodation arrangé d

a Ltraval organis.r and Lo whon the auect had paid the full anoun’t
travol contract, sven thoupgh theo acco
could be aitributed to an act

) . . - iad b ) h
failure by bim to provide the necessary transportation., 1f this ' g
intention of the Committo-.

1t 3 0%
; . red D £
then paragraph 1 could ba 1oft unchangs

ware not the case then +1

5 Cul{‘\,’
“ie working n party had suge:
b mut by adding the f

mmodﬂ

guest's Tailure to occupy the for exed

. , ~iaerl
or omission of th travel orgarl=tia el i
H

:sted that the qiffi
“1lowing Jntrudur tory phrase to paregraph 1




- 17 -

the hotelk-oper's contract 1s concluded betwaen
" ; : -
(the rest unc angad)

Hin cascs vhere
the hot lkHvUﬂr e

th(;;. hot:

| otilkeeper and the guusts

howgver arisé the extent that the Fomml*J
the apnlicability‘of the

1 limibing

1keeper and: the puesf so that the aritini:
ply ﬁo pelations petween the hotelkesper and a
whom the hotelkeeper's contrbct‘had been conclud d
solution hut since thi: present drafting of the h
graphs’ “ghercof to ”ﬂgfv‘m\nt 0 tha cOri—
twoen hotelke pers and, int-r

agraph 3 of Arilclh 1 wwulﬂ

nee Linother problem might o
accenta ;
pted the new paragraph 3 of Article

f;hﬁv hO'L'\:

Ce
u;g:;n:1on to pelations botwesd
party Oi?‘JiHWﬁCLOD would not ap
This Waélfrfihan the guest with
articlv‘: ? Acourbv. o possible @
> and the. roferency in other para
to regulat”

ihza adoption
th- article.

relations be

of the new par
one solution vnv1saped by tho

aph 6 which might be draft.d

aragra

traryt
al'ry“ indicated a desire
l'
Gl tr‘a\l( i Orf’arllq\‘ru,

nQCwn‘rv
ssitats a saving n;ov1;1)n in

the 1ntroductlon T a new P

‘Nor .
kKing party was

A
3 Tollows:.
1, paragraph 3 of tﬂis

"Ml’f,wf’ an a hot 1Kk 2eper
unless the

£ Article
o rzlations
than the guest,

')rovu‘lons o

"Notwi ths tanding the
shall apply

COn

ven i

an ntion, the prasent arciclé

a party to the hotolkesper r's contract Oiher
¢ agre sed.’

bartigg
igs Lo that contract have otherwise

[

Lnfn“matlon. the Committee procecded to a
of the articles 1n cownncction with para-
should be made clear that the provisions
od O contracts concluded between
dared unnecessary to bagin
propose ing party to the extent
the 1ines suggest hy the working paﬁ%y,
n contracts concludsd botween ‘
ract other than the guast.
cared that thu existing
typs of liability was
was to limit the com-

~f this
ﬂxamlﬂwtlon
recd that it
direcle
hownvcr, consi
.d by the

Daes In the lipght
i dgraph by ’L‘J’"lfnaph
i?ﬂph 1, the Commithes
hot:;; article werc in princxplw
the“a ??Dgrs and guests. It was?
that ?t1c10 with the form of words
wouldd new paragraph €, ed along L

be inserted in the o deal wit
ot 2lkoeprrs and parties yor's cont
h paragl ggation £

Alg
SO .
in CQﬂanthH wit
laf 5Qm\_, NeEw
to do W

ag

work
S ad b

worde
article
to the

aph 1,

n
A=

hote 1k

one d¢

give
in theory at least, b

of tho law of contract.

, recast the form of

wor .
ding might perhaps
hx would

bei
.
ng establishzd whereas whab
foin cas

2?2:?tién payable by the guw. -
Wity o to Lhn hobulkesp®! undu# ??3 nOv
bars a view .to yamoving +his dlff%: ) i su
Paragraph 1 without however changing apy W&

hsfanc\.

de to paragrqph 2.

’ mdments ¥ re ma
Only minor drafting pendment
“Phe bulk of the dlscuw.'OH on ihls art1clc cbntr .d around the limite
391 ) abs ‘ H

Placed on th nsation payabl® py the guesi bo the hotelkeepeIt. Although
' she compense ' o T f the princi
o memb 2y ¢ the C mmittee wars “P“Trollf “vaklnP in favour of the principle
mheps of the UO et _ ) :
o ] i d whathe! there might nol be & case for

of 134 "
limitation, one delegatlon wonder



deleting parag 11)h<

no reason why the guec

tho hotelkuepcr, as
bility under the r
down in paragraphs.
in its own country

practica:
tion vis~3-viz th.

by a number of repra
of paragraphs
pecially small seas
a result of limits
‘no—show by & guest,

While +the
repraesontatives lfea
of the future Conve
corientatzd hovels o
and doemarcation on
countriaca.  Fop {bhe
on compensation for

the words Mia the

33

rrejected althouzh 54 was cone

vation clause ¢n the mattar being

for the adoption of
extznt tha. the now
keepers and partiog
from +he provisiong
culties which might,
of the previsions o

With ropga
raphs 3 and 4, g ¢
increase Lhe parcen
should b
pgraph 4; a sugpesti

in sub-paragraph (a)

in mind in particul
sub-paragraph (c) s

three, In rospoct o

in most cases such stays would b

to commercial, hot:d

ntion o di

3 and 4 a
zet shoul
thrre wag

nunhored 4

)

and might,

riroely claimed compengsation

gursy. Thi
sntative

3 and 4 ¢n “stablishm nig
onal hot ls

ploced on

Committ:..,

red thay i

ires thia
accouni ST

8% reasons

th laottor

bsencs of

the drars:,
paragraph
to hots ik
of Articl
be snecoun
I the artj

rd hto the

ries of pre

Lag s ang

]L(lbl” Lo pay Ck)m()‘”'l“ ati
on that th

was ik
ar th

0 a5 uo re
' stays of

L8

3 and 4 wey

euinetion

Ltopre chep

¢ nol be liable in full for damape suffered

'
a7

Pooeorresponding limitation on the latter
. . o 3-9 ¢3¢
rticle 5, whilo on thz ath:r the ponaltles
considerably c£iff.r thon thos: usually

. . . ~nla
stimulet . waprictors commorcial hotels
propri ra of o

s

f'or Ao--show, to adopt a more sovVere
Legabtion also shared 1he mispivings ex
S concerning the possgible tnpact of the pro
catering for the tourist industd
id suff o oy ry considerable 108686
comprnsation payable to ‘hem in the €V

13 /1‘A‘

s which @

th

a0

~ar 0
Pavhol s shoged this conecern, 2 numt

. s s : the
SvWould he difrienys to introduce into 1

tou
Lelwenn commercial hot:ls and

: , ric Co
introduc.q at the future Diplomav ic

~oation
- On *the one ! and, that dule rgatlo

o]

Dok

by
g lia~
lald ’
appl=é-
who 17
poﬁf'

It""’
p \\!‘

visi®
Y
PRt

(SRR T

o8

nt ©

f
pody
’.ist

of
uould pos. very sorious probloms of dellnl;ibu’
Yhe diffor 0y Laws and practicas of th? vamJts
& Bronosal bo make pravision for higher . ntail
Calonry SO stablishmont or indecd TO miim was
apreoenint Lo Lho conbrory in respect ”f,ygquf”
seded Bhat o, micht, 2NViGage §om: sorl of 1516"m

14

IR -

It was, in addition, pointed out that 1ot01
. = . of ;
& Jﬂvld leave unaffecied the freedom derof’

aoper' g

a to
> contracts nther than the gues st l
o she
&, thia 1

) 1ice
tered by SCasonal hotel: through the app

would oongi derably atb tenuate

in what mi ght bo termed tourist,

diff -

atio”

cle,

) arsf
hrocise figurse and time-limits 1aid dowd i?oi ’
oposals’by the. 1ﬂlanatlonql Hotel AqhoCLaugqur
the number of days in rigpect of which the ATE"

on were rejectod. In conrection wlt?f;rau‘
boword Umidday" be rtplaced by '"the day b‘lnb
“Mlse rejretiq although th: Committec, bear( e g
clal pesivion of seasonal hot 1s, agreed ©° '15Uﬁd
thire the gucst o give suven days notlce’th
SeVEn days or mere, the point being madrq pos®
as OF



- 19 ~

5 g number of delegations found the

esction with paragraph 5,
and 1t was in conSequence docidad to spell out morv
an sxact parallelism with paragraph 4, without
1 2 as.proposed by ona delagation.

vord JIn conn
or 4
1ng somewhat obscurs

cla ar .
e ly its meaning by saeking
IOW =y ¢ S o . . o ;
r inserting it after paragrapl
derogations from the provisions of
bebween notelkeepars and guests
gelf faced with contracts o

one delegation in-

jon that no
in contracts
inding him

1. put alsc, as
his liability in the event

th ‘ In view of 1ts decis
N NI
. article should b pnrmittad
rinci

cipally so as to avoid *he puest f

adhesi
2L O H . . .
on imposcd upon him by oaglonad

a prof

dic:
ot , . ]
of -d, to permit the gusst to know 1N advance
I NO=-S ] L .
show and to take out appropriatt insuranc? COVETs the Committee accepls-d
e 3 .€2 PR
th« sffoect that a nNow paragraph 6 be intrr-

party 1o
ations botween hotin1-
than the guest but

in practice;

the
€ proposal of the working

dqu"\d .
°d making the artiels in principl®
the hotclk;cpor's

as thiy

applicablt-to rel
ract other

cont
{ jnvariably do

kev

LTy ) ]
pers and partizs 1O
partics‘ almoes

l-’;ea 1 .
ving it open to th
m.onis.

to

make o1t .
ake altsrnative arrange

one dslegation reforred

affoct +hat tha hotel--
of the guest for cne day,

in Connuctjon with
rovision {0 1

ot the disposal

en £
ain hour o1
Hhot%l\cupul

Finally
to ¢ o
p? the possibility
eeper shonuld keep the

or for ¢
or o stay ofrﬁu:night up
apte failur®

of introducing a F

accommodati

i to o curt the day of arrival, in
he: event of thoe latis 40 notify the
such & rile coincided with the pr
of the facl thot 1ts introduction in the Conventior
at this of the Committee's work, of th:
providmd for :,3J.Si;‘\rlh%}r4,‘ in the article, it was du-
tariat LO mention the matter in thes

it would not be lost sight of in

committee and the Diplomatic Confo-—

It wr
N was recognised that
10 e . ’

:lkeopers but in viaw

ymuld entail the pevisicn,
‘echanism for compensation
the Szere
go that

gﬁﬁmno

et atage

ol

lded to request

on the f RN .
the futur: Convention tha period

{ the 1

@lanes -
apsing botween this last

re ; ,
nce for adoption.

Article 7
‘ (1)
Fornerly apticle 8 pafaﬂfﬂph 1
nThe gusst shall nhsETVe such raasonable r@gulations of the hotel as
Y. =) e I i) ~ ’
notica.”

are
¢ duly brought to his
a number of

i provision,

jon of this
+o whether it was

Unasscd doubts a8
2y considere

0

go of the discust

b

In tho cour

mwﬂmhﬁu
onable s
that certain delegations from

aw

word s
howavﬂfy

AT oo s
2legations from civil 1
Common Lo

Necog
asgary to retain th

in ¢+
the rule. To the axtents
e . e U
Bt -A»».,_»_.,.._,_»,_.,_‘—A_.M.w» a e ] . ) ) .
s ~f this article hag hoED lncorporatcd in the now
4 - 4 .
P 11.

(1) :
! Thn former paragraph

o ahove
pnragraph e ¢ ;

Article 4 as e

or of his late arrival

actice followad by many

explanatory penor

h

" W)‘lich _‘thb d tO be implj<q;
Lav



- S
Articl:s g

"If the
considered to b..
qgciilary‘
_/“i!‘x ‘

2xceads

otelkorngr
an advarne.
1o be
agraesnent
dii;

PDaynent

provided

[

sirvices

hz absonce of bo the

the amnount oo him
In anTCdUPlnp tho 4
that in ity cxaminavion of Lhes
linkead very closely to the
point had hoan macie,

Tormor
that the
accommodation undrp & travel coniraet
the

conbract

—

pProsent;

-

<O give notics
the Gxpiry of the

l"i]y to h,in Lo e

and thay
sum corresponding to {he ch
which ths gusst gid

tc have been the

args

Sor
not din faci

of &

sacond

intent;
it had pr @pnzzd that the
hotnlks: shall /in ihe
party who paid it +- the
termg of

on ha plo

sper absenc,, o
that
prasoent Uonvontion,
otffect of the Propos=d new Articl.

cation of Convantiong

X Lo,
L“n(t

1,

contract u;her than the guest
the

roecaives

undaor

hie

"

nary

\rrw«

Lt

sezeond sznbence of the articla and
guest!" aft.r the worg cdvance' in

If,

50

how ver,
9 that the ‘rave
provisions of the argicle
would, in addition Lo
of the new Artinie 9,
the articl. which might b

the Commitie, .
Article
of the

paragraph 3, 4
s2cond sent

graph to

Halsions]

“Notwithstandinp th=
Convention, the nresant article
kazpoer and a party to. tha
the parties that contract have

shall

0

g

then

hotelke “par!

were:

r

in.view
the

b

]

1

& l3um

Lowarsd the

contrary/ return
uaneder ¢

iscussion on
provision,
rticl.
drat
concluded by
of hig
claim restitution from the
the
“njoy.

sentineg

. -ha
m . e .d the
The wor<1np parly had also not

Sorelations quw&g
in which case 1t vould be
sufficiont
the fivuet

. . 3
Provisiong of irticle 1, paragraph

othurwia.

| . ween the
PP1y to relations between

f.hall
advance, =

. L3 n

o the accommodatlor
The hol  lkeepe
it to ihe oxtent th

in

ol monoy
price
“he

contract:.,

<

\ ontion.”
terms o0 bhe present Conventio )

' , . recC
this article, the Chairman
the
7 {now Article
“ing might.

worlking party had nc el
6). 1In partic
e cupy
permit a guast o€ P
Gt

(,)1‘{’,3”11"

jrave the b
T
hotelk P

travel
o

13!

intention

and ancillary ¢
working party did not cons‘
to pvurCcome the
rollows:
turn it

cceommodati
Thi
Sommi ;e
oI the
S

10N

and
read as
my/ rot dor
Lo him und®

articl.:
Lhes

1.7

Lhe

contr

frocody amoaunt dus

) vy e excludi

wagraph 3 would b to oxcl e

; arti-

n the hot: Lkeepor and pa Lo ame
unntnbssdfv ’

Lo add the words

Seabonce.

Lo confirm Lhie
would aluo be permitted
. e
the adoption of th )
s a1 OF

—meniioned modificati
introduce

})F(L'E.‘"‘!n L
e} avail
new
of

nevw

of
abow:
a
.50 bo

necassary Lo

C . terms:
% couched in the following terms

e guests
contract other than the gu

coagrasd,”

£ b
t.enor of L1E
pimse

he

.~ shall
at it

.['Vlce’s
ider Lth
prob <
nhe
to

t the

the PP
to

)
an

all@d
L
that 1
ted r the
ing
arbltxa’

hotel bt
¥

’

ths
the

q -

L‘h""’

'nd

nfrom the

AI"L
the

4){ 1‘;}’1i5
hotel” ;
unles”

y.h,’

Par“‘




) roposalS»of
in view of the fact that contracts petween
almost.inv iably-contain proviéionSvregul
it=was'unneccssary to make provie
intcndcd*that it shou
for example
. the words”

The:Committe&‘notud the D

that
serg
this articl#,
i?cidcd that since- it was

rom the provisions of . the
payments tosbe a rorfeitable depusit,

thﬁ . 3
> eontrary" should be deleted. Finally, the
the word

ar

article,

Nreceives

wordg '
1rd5 Mfrom Lhe guest! afbar
Clear - .
car that bhe provision wes not intended to €0
ty to-the

crn made by @ par’
oid the abusivi

merly draftad.

adves .

r:‘dncc payment had b

than the - ir
n ‘the guust'and'thus~ta av in

Xt oas £or

=

b‘(-)m 4
:or.put upon the

pormerly article 19

sum,payable
hotelkeeper
n and for any

proparty”o

1" ' -
'1, Except in cases where the
a ne .
person other than th: puust, the
of. the ! i
the ‘charge for the Act

b S
¥ him, have the right to detadn any

ommoda i

" Premi .
:mises of the hotel by @ pussts

D, The -hotelkeePt? ghall nots howevsts P

Perty if e it  op the sum cl?
iy if a sufficient guarantes for G *

v _ . accopts

“.alent sum is depositud with a autually accapts
institution. | |

svingads

. 3. The: notalkeeper may, after i
t? be sold the property dutained P
his claim. The condition pro¢t

otel is B

1
aw of the place’ in which the D

y him up-
qurws of the

a.and

of this:article'shall
himsalf'over'

. 4.  The provisions
ny third party might av

of
1 the hotel: by the guest,

P

ail -
or
f the'pldca whr#
rty'rights
. ds of

Theﬂinternal'law 0
affects which ghird Pé
and on the

fan
Mine. the
) )

? drbention rand: 8819

 proc?t

it R

v

jion

Lo the

thoe prop

the hotwl is

may have
such sale./"

the working party-and decided

hotelkeepers
the case contemplated by
Tt also -

‘ “and- travel organi-
ating
for them ‘thurein.
ot be possiblie to derogate

1d n
by considering the advance

nin  the absencs of
committee decided to add the
+o make it perfectly

s
yations whers thi o

agreement

Nooaot as
ver tho
hotelkeepar's
ation wi
' Y Sy

(4
RN

v m
S 81U

AN
“contract other -
tarpret Jiehimight have™ -

oo

o the notelkeepor is due from
ghall, as @ guarantes For payment

ancillary  services supnl iod

othar
alue brought to th

f commarcial’v

3ntitled to detain such pro--—
-1y provided or if an-equi-=

imed:
4 third party or with an official

[

and timely-notice, caust

quats
satisfy.

amou
-ghall be governzd by the .

nt nacessary to

sale

ituatéd.“P

ot aff%ctftheérightS'of which -
erty brought to the promises

sal&.thoreofu:

T

of ths

s situated shall detor-
rights-

5

on tﬁe,hotﬁlkeﬁper'

B
L



In connection with paragraph 1-of this article, the Committee de
cided that whils the provision should not apply to nxtracontractuel. claims
which the hotelkeeper nmight have against the guest, for instancce where the
guest had damaged hote] property, and in respect of which the hotelkeeper
would have an action for damages under national law, and possibly under
Article 7 of the draft Convention itaclf, it should nevertheless apply to‘
cases where g guest, occupying Aceomnodation for example under an orpganis? o
travel contract, refuscd to pay for survices or goods supplied to him by thgﬂp
hotelkeeper in addition to thos:. provided for un&er that contract. One repr;d
that in hie country the right of detention ai_-
sale of property brought to the premises of the hotel by a guest was.not‘avzﬁjr
lable to the hotelkeeper, while two others indicated that under the 1a¥ ! nt
countries the right of detention could not be excrcissd over proprty brougb;—
to the hotel by the gUCSE, if the hotolkesper had notice that the property
longed to a third party,

sentative, however, pointed out

"
tul,
‘ ) xemp
Another delegation requested that the catepories of property © perty
) I . . . ) . ro (28
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(A4St N was not;, however, adopted by the Committe: which rece o gues’

the present drafting was aimed at praventing the physical detention of Fh, 5
himself by detaining certain objects such as o passport or an airlin¢ ia
it was for this reason that a reference was made Lo "property of commer et was
It was, moreover, pointed out that the weapon available to the hOtClkeoper pat
essentially one enabling him to ex:rt pressure on ant guest o

‘ 2 recaleitr
in practice the right of detention w

as but rarcly exercised.

Lastly, in connection with the article, the Committes con
baragraph 4 should be reciaincd and, if 50, in which of the alternati
Some delegations noted that this was the only provision in the draft ConV rulé
purporting to lay down a conflicts of law rule and to the extent the
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ANNEX TIII

DRAFT (ONVENTION ON Tt THE HE HGTELKEEPER'S CONTRACT

The Stat:es parties to the pressnt Convention,

Prtaln rulcs rclatlng to the

At to harmonise ¢
1ncr@a51ng devplopment

Believing it OXp”le
cially of thb evar-

hotelkesper's’ contract, in view espe
of” tourlgm and Lt“ oconomlc and q001a1 rdle

Have agreed as'follows:

Chapter I

DEFTNITION AND SCOPE OF APPLICATION

Aprticle 1

thotelkeeper 's contract” means

is convention a
acting on a rcpular business

1. For the purpog»g of thi
any contracl by which a person = the hotelkeeper =»
basis, undertakes for rpward to pFOVldp the guest w1th temporary accommodation

and ancillary 5crvlccs in an D%iabIthant under his uUPLFVlGlon

y be concluded patween the hotelkeeper

er's contract ma
a party other than the guest.

2. The hotelke€pe
hotelkaeeper and

and the guest or pbetween the
Convention provldcv otherwise, it shall apply only

3. Excopt when this
er and the¢ guest.

to relations between the . hoLelkeLp

Article 2

h the accom-

he premlse" 1n WhLC
Contractlng

211 apply where t
fhe terrltory of

This COHVLnthn sh
atnd within

modation is to be prOVLde are oltu

State.’

chapter II . ..

CONCLUSION AND PERFORMANCE OoF THE CONTRACT

article 3 v
1. A hotelkeepar's s contract is éonCIUdéd when one

accepts the offer made by the other.

pafty ekpfeéSiy

g and shall not be

act need'noﬁ be evidenced py writin

5.¢ Such arcontr
s as to form.

subject to any requirement




Article 4
ST s

, ined or an
1. A hot-lkespor'g contract may b.. concluded for a determined
indetoerminate puriod.

ol

2. A hot‘lkvﬁpnr S contract concluded fap a period of time deflneghe
approximately shall bc deimizd to be concluded fof a d~t\rmiﬁ0d Pcrlod "the
termination date of such 2 contract shail be established by r)fer(an 0 ur-
carlicst lzts or shortest time ; rntioncd in the period dﬂ[ln“d- For the i
poses of this provision rufcr01~?€ Yo a weak are to be taken as SQVGn daye
and to a month asg twenty—cight days. .

. chall
. wriod &
3. A hotalkceper's contract ¢included for an indeterminate perl

est
the gue=”
be deemed Lo be concluded on a day—tn—ddy basig. The hotelkeeper or bofor*

) o ther
mey terminat: it by “Xpressing hig intention jn ih1¢ regard to the © kvcﬁcr

. el
midday, or such nthap Peasonable time ag may be: vrovided by the hote
contract or the repulations of the hotel .

. . od bY
. . o . . 1 jed :
4. The guest may bo Teauired to vacate the accommodation occup

= sOf
. £ : . . t' u(‘h = ?
him on the day of the bermination o the hot lP(np”r'% contract a 1.
nable time ag ig providid by the. contract

t|
s the ho .
Or by the regulations Of up HO .
If no such tim- jg speeified, the [ on =

: o
5t may occupy the accommodati

Lhrticle >
il 2

£ually

, ac
1. The hote Lk« “Per shall be liabl: to the guest for the damage and

tion
uffcrpd by him to thz extent that he fails to provide the accommoda
services agre.d under the ha telkeopert contract;.

.hatr
. X rlnt t

2. He shall nevertheless be relivved. of linbility to the eX datio
. . mmo ’
with the concent of the guest, nhe procures for him, equivalent acco the reas
and services in the zame locality, The hotelkecper ghall also mest

-50
t orl'en’wll
s . . ‘u‘l
nable expenses, including the cost of tran)port which such subSt-Lt

Article 6
M

ateds
cty

f
; there®;
actually suff'red as a cons LqULqC‘ o

L. A guest who, for the whole op eny part of the period stipul 2
fails to occupy the accommodation agreeq under the hotelkeeper's contr
shall be liable fop any damage
by the. hotrlkeoper. - ‘ .
e s
2. The hotulkeﬁpvn shall take all réasonable steps to mitigéte "
damage. o e T ' - ‘



3. The amount of damages payable to the hotelkewp2r under this article

shall not excecd ' » A i

t {(a) in respect of the first two days, 75 percent of the price of B

‘he accommodation and ancillary gervices provided for in the contract;

sct of the following five days, 40 percent of the price
services provided for in the contract. No

of any subsequentvdays.

(b) in respe
of the accommodation and ancillary

dameges shall be sayable in respect
4. No damages shall be payable if the hotelkzeper has peen informed of
the cancellation of the ressrvation not  later than:

on_ which the accommodation was to be occupied,

. (a) midday on the day
for a stay not exceeding two days;i..
(b) two days pefore the date on which the accommodation was to be

a stay of from: three to seven days:

occupied, for
accommodation was to be

the date on which the

(¢) seven days before
pven days.

occupisd, for a stay exceeding S
st relinquishing the_accommodation

able by a gue
as been informed of

£ the hotelkeeper h
dation not later than:

No damages shall be pay
f the contract i
e accommo

5.
before the termination ©
the guest's intention to relinquish th
(a) midday oD the day of depértﬂré for a contract which has no more

than two days to run:

(b) two days pefore the date of departure for a contract which has
from' three to saven days to run; | . |
(¢) seven days pofors the date of departure for a contract which.
has more than seven days to run.
petween a hotelkeeper

to relations
e guest, unless the

6. The present article shall apply.
and a party to the hotelkecper's contract other than th
i s agread. B '

parties to the'contract have otherwl

T

gt shall pehave in
cagonably cxpect.

f the hotel as are
rd to all the circum

and the gue a manner and show the:
uld r

The guest ghall, in

1. The hotelkeeper
reasonable and as are

consideration which the other cO
such regulationS'o

particular, observe ¢
duly brought: to his‘noticé having rega

usual practice.

stances and to the




2. In the ovent of “ither porty heing seriously or persistontly 13
breach of hig obligations under this articl<, th:r: other shall be entitle~:
subject to the provisions of Article 4, paragraph 4, to terminato th? con
tract concluded between them., |

. C sact the
3. A party who has suffoercd damaye arising out of a breach of ' ioh
o A ‘ . . n w .
oblipations under paragraph 1 shall retain &

any right to compensatio
he might have against the other pariy,

Article s

. the .

‘ v , ] ring

1. The hotelkespur's contract shall be terminated before or du apcs
. - ; amag™

occupation of the accommodati i of d

ori by ths puecst and without. paym not

. s ~h can
when, as a conseaquence of an unavoidabls and irresistible event whic

; er
; . , :c1keep
be imputed to the party who invokes it, it is impossible for the hote

to provide, or for the guest 44 occupy, the said accommodation.

ention
) . .. yos nven
2. A party invoking paragraph 1 shall be liable under this CO

1 steps
o:’lﬂblc -
for any damage caused to the

other by his failure to take all reas

to notify that party of the termination of the contract.

Article g9
RIS

. W 1n
If “he hotelkeepor rcoives trom the puest a sum of money the accom
it shall be considorcd to be an of

advance paymont towards the price 11 retur?
modation and additiona] services teo he proviled, The hotelkeeper sha this
iV to thx axtent that it GReceds

Convention.

s 0
. ihe terms
the: ancount du= to him under the b

Article 10
M

is due
tee for

ided

1. Excepl in cases whore the sum payabla to the hotelkeepel
3 an
from a party other than the guest, the hotelkesper shall, as a guar

~ov
payment of the charpge for Lhe services actually PY

accommodation and g ht to the
. . . - U';
him, have the right to detain “ny proparty of commercial value bro g
premisaes of tha hot«] by « pucst.
. o~
ch pPre.

2. The hotelkeeper shall not, however, be entitled to detain_suan 3qulfﬁ
perty if a sufficient gudrantae for the or it ot
valent sum is depozited with with 27
institution.

sum claimed is provided
A mutually accepted third party or



jég}
{

3. The hotelksper nmay, atter giving adequate and timely notice, cause
to be sold the proparty de-tained by him up to the amount necessary to Satisf§
The conditions and procedurés of the salé shall be governed by thg

his claim.
in which the hotel is gituated.

law of thec place
£ the place whore the hotel 1is gituated shall
ghts may'have'én the hotelkeeper's
s of such sale. -

4. The internal law ©
determine the effacts which third party ri
, rights of detention and sale and on the proceed

Chapter TiI

LIABILITY OFNTHE HQTELKEEPER
FOR DEATH AND PERSONAL TNJURIES

Article 11

able for loss or damage resulting from

a guest caused by an event occur-
her place under the supervision
hen the loss or damage

shall be 1i
al jnjurics to,
1 or in any at

1. The hotelkeeptr

the death of, ©OF any person
ses of the hete

ring on the premises
of the hotelkeipsl. However, he shall not b? liable W
hotelkeaper s exercising the care which the

svent which a

could not ed and the consequences of which

was caused by ap
callcd for;,

pruvented.

:circumstances have avoid
he could not have '
er shall be 1iable for any loss or damage resulting -

=l
ad by the consumption of food or

2. The hotelke&p
that such food or drink

from death or any personal injuri
unless

to the guests
an consumption.

@s caus
drink provided he establishes

was fit for hum
is jjable under the provisions of

the hotzlkeepel
ne reduced Lo the extent

o the pusst may
gult of the guest.

3. In cases whore
this article, the compmnsation dur U
thet the loss or damage has been causcd by the T
r the provisions.of-g“

liable unde
in part from the fault of a party

nevertheless be&

the hotelkeepel is
results

r shall

4. - In cases where
loss or damage

the hotelkespe

this article and the
required to com-

other than the guests
pensate the guest in full.

15 shall be withoﬁt.prcjudice to any -

N other than the

f this artic
» against a pary

5. The provisiéns o
1keepar may have

right ‘bf recourse the ho%é

guest. -




or
charg:
before and after (he

valuable articlng
gerous

tendered o him for
fastenag

by him for safe custody
hundred. times

the,accommodation”
exclusive of taxes,

is
of

as

s

LIABILITY

D

hapto- TV

OI' THE HOTELKEEPER

FOR DAWMAGE 70 PROPERTY

/

The hotolkeopoer shall

1085 of, property brought 4o
outside the promig-g Gf

time whon

1. The: hotolke cnor shall

or cumbsrsome:.

o Thz hots ilkeeper shall

Article 13

d

s ey ap
b- bound to rocuive sacurities, mon iro dan-

may refuse them only if they ¢

. is

.rty which

bo entitled o sxamine the property

or sagled COﬁtPLW’F.

The: liability

all
the charge

Article
kst w

For the
shall mean
occupied by several persons,
the total charge for the.
A single guest,

rticlie

for safa custody: he

of the h

rnot

purposes of Articls
the
Strvice charpis

accommodation

12

b

tha
the
the

Y= f;r‘uCt,
liable for any damage to, or des

. vichh

premises of the hotel, or of “hl
. ‘ a POz able

hot~l, during und for a rcasone

ation.
eusst is ontitled to accommodati

, put in @
cafe cusvody qnd to require that it shall be DU

other than th

otelkeeper for property Lvents
"b
Xesed, in regpect of any single

Tor the accommodation.

k]nﬁ
the calculation shall be made by JChe occup
and by considering all t

jon

pdriod

at rectt
< Onc

or
|lchar‘ge £

25 13 and 14, the axproession ommod pions
high(‘;‘S'h dai ly Char\gro for the aC;r accomm

’ Hu

5 and additional services. If T cu

e take®

cnit
/ 1iml
| . et h(; mdy
3. When the hovtolke JPLr racoives property for safe )'Odv/roO/lood7
. . C !
hig Jlabxltuy, in roespact of any single cvent, 4o o osum equal to t has peen
. . . ‘he 25t
times the charpge for the accommodation. on condition that the gues
duly notifi.q thareol prisr to the deposit. _
ere
. et Wh
) s s in case
4. The liabiliLy of the hotelkeeper shail he unlimited in tody
IS : . . : i fe 5 Tody .
has refused broperty which he is bound o reeeive for satfe cus
Article 14 9
A A i)



article 16

the limitations of liability

31 himself of
this convention where the damage
?

r by his wilful act or

The hotelkeepsl cannot ava
s 13 and 14 of

caused by his neg
or whom he

provided for in Article

degt: .

estruction or 10sS is
omissi ‘ '
mission or by that of any person £

Article 17

t be 1iable

1igence ©
is responsible.

under Article 12 to the extent

The hotelkeepel ghall 10
r loss is due:

t .
hat damage, destruction ©
(a) to the negliguncé or to Lthe wilful act or omission of the gapgt

. . " 4
of any person accom m or 1in hlS_SmPlOym@nt or of any parson

visiting him;

panying hi

(b) to an unavoidable.and irresistible event which cannot; bé impdted
to him;
(¢c)  to the naturs of the pfbpefty-

article 18
gy as soon as is reasonably

& hotelkeep:
ult of damage

ro do 859 the guest sha

s caused by the

ion Or loss wa
£ the hotelkeeper or by that of

1o, or destruc—

shall inform th
11 be entitled

uffered by
1f he fails
dustruct

The guest

possible of any dama a res
of, property.
f such damages

him as

ge S

tion or loss

to compensation only i
negligence oOr py the wilful aclt or omission ©
iblee

any person for whom he is respons

chapter Y

LoUS PROVISIONS

MISCELLAN
Ths hotslkeepss chall be pesponsible for e acts and omissions of
his agents and cervants and of all other persons=of whose services he makes
nee of his ObligatLons when such agents, sefvants'ob:oﬁhéf
as if such acts or omissions

the performa

use for
in the coursé

persons are acting
were his own.




Article 20

For ths application of 1hie Convaention:

) . ] . . . . ]dtl on
(2)  the expression "accomnodation” shall not include. accommoc ¢ transp®
provided on A vehicle buing operated ns such in any mede O

. ‘ : : ani s.
(b)  the “Xprossicn "propurtyt shall not include live animals

Article 1
A ettt e e e . s i
‘ : ' _ L the
’ » 4 | i d to t

1. any agresment to which Lhe guzst is a party shall be vol mennel
e . . , . in a m&
oxtent that it derogates from h, provisions of this Convention in ¢
detrimental to the guegs,

er than 8¢

2. The hotelkeeper may, in his rolations with partics oth ded that
. L ovi
BuULst, agrae to derogute from the provisions of this Convention pr
his liability towards the puest is not af'fected thereby.
t
ues
he &
, ceoner and th
3. No stipulation in an agrocment hetweer, the hotelkeeper

1, or
Ps Cour
concluded bofeore bhe disputs aros: which confers jurisdiction on &

provides for recourse to arbitration shall b: accorded wmffect.

Chapter Vi

FINAL  CLAUSES

AT «,.] CJ\‘ 22

o~ i e

-a8
o an1 staves/
1. The present Conventiion shall be onoen Lo signatures A y «
at .o ., fram crtrreeseennies 1900 oy L., 100,
or
: . : . L . \ntance
2. The Convenuion sha be subjeat, o raiification, accapt
approval by the signatory Stlicb.
srely
‘nite
. indefin
3. After .......... 19, this Convention shall be open iD
for accession by /all/ States which are not; Signatory States.
) ) 10h
cCPS -
4, nstruments of ratification, acceptancs, approval and @ thc Dep?
be
uhall be d“pooatvd with the Government of ceesse.. , which shall

sitary Government;.



Article 23

or into force six months after the

1. The present convention shall ente
date of deposit of the,fifthjinstrument of ratification, acceptance;, approval

or accession with the Depositary Government.

mis a contracting State to this Convention
atification, acceptanceg“approval

gix months after the deposit

which beco
fth instrument of r

hall enter into force

half of that State.

2. = TFor each State
after the deposit of the fif
this Convoniion 8
netrument on be

or accession,
of the appropriate i

Article 24

ratification, acceptance,

gime of signature,
that:

1. Any State may, at the
fication addres

declare Y noti ged tO ceeenerree

approval or accession,
{a) this Convention shall not apply when the_accommodation ijs furnished

to the guest by
(1) a non-profit making ostablishments
an ecstablishment whose primary aim is not the provision of

accommodation;

(ii)
tel is situated on the

)ply*ﬁheh‘the ho
t has his habitual resi-

sntion shall only ai
hich the gues

(b) this Conv:
other than that in W

territory of a State

dence;
r levels thari those

(¢c) it will st the limits of liapility at nighe
referred to in Articles 13 and 14 or will get no 1imits;
(@) it will not apply the provisions of Articlcs 12 to 18 to vehicles
or any property left with a vehicle or attach conditions tO such application.
at the time of making its notification under para-
establishment which it considers as falling

¢ said paragraph 1 (a).

2. Any State may,
graph 1 (a), spacify those rypes of
within the different sub-paragraphs of th
3. The declarationé roferred to in paragraph 1 may pe amended OF with-

tification addrassed EO eoo--

PRI

drawn at any time by no




~ 10 .-

Arvicle 25
N ANt

- . . s rrorent
1. If" a State has Lwo opr mor: Lerritorial units in which differ K
systens of law apply to matitcres respaecting the hotslkesper's contract,

8

T Coas . .o . z r

it may at th: time of sipnaturc, Tatificntion, acceptonce, approval © jal
. e . , -oprritorlé
accession, duclapes that thigs Convention shall axtend to all its terril sub-

4 - N 2 i b
units or only to ond. or more of them, and noy modify its declaratlon‘ y
mitting ancther dzclaration at any time,

. : . . vernme
2. Thes« dzclarations shzll be notifizg to Lhe Depositary Gov
) H ' a ‘onvention
and shall state “Abressly the torritorial units to which the Convent

Article og
LA AS

‘ . ich

N s . ~p . . g in wh
If a Contracting Stat- has tun or mope torrid torial units -
hote

otel 16
tem of

diffarent systems of law apply in relabiog o matters r&gardi?g;the'
kevpertg contract, any refersnce to dhe 1av of th: place where the D
situated shioll be co struad iy accordance with +. cone titutional $Y8
the State concerne

Article v
——

. . -1 6
. gtat
) ‘ . . ~Ling
1. At the request of not logs Lhan one~third of the Contract ionfe'
S 4- . — N al - .3 . > 2 a ‘
<o the proezent Convention, th,. anoslhary Government shall convené
rence for revising or anendings §t

s

gion

~

. . . nCCES
2. Any instrument of ratificatio o

74 oacceptance, approval of tion;
deposited aft. o the “atey inte fopeo ST an amendment to thiS_CQ”Ven

shall be deemag to apply to Lhe Convention as amendad.,

b)

Article 28
At
‘ : E son bY writ®
1. Any Contracting State nay donocuncs the pres:ni Conventlo
notification 4o the anositary_Govgrnment.

o OD
date

. ) . R ‘ . the
2. Such denunciation shall talw offect twelve months from

which t{he Denositary Governmont hag received the notification.



article 29

in the English, French,

1ion being equally authentic, shall
shall transmit certified

e which s
and contracting gtates and to the

on of private Law.

1. The original of the prasent convention,
h languages,

Governmont of

R g~ .
ussian and Spanis gach Vers

be deposited with the

copies thereof tn each of
nstitute for

the signatory
International I whe Unificati
¢ notice to the signatory and

5. The Depositary G ent; shall giv
_srnational Ins for the Unification

and to the In®

gvernm
titute

Contracting States,
of Private Law, of:

(a) any signature:
(b) the deposit ol any snstrument of ratification, acceptance,
approval or accwssion;
on which this convention enters into force in accor-

{¢c) any date
danca with Article 233
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