
30.	 Statutory Auditors’ fees
 
As recommended by the AMF, this table includes only fully consolidated companies.

 Deloitte & Associés network  KPMG network
(in € millions) 2011  % 2010  %  2011  % 2010  %
Audit          
Statutory audit 8.5  84% 7.5  75%  8.8  93% 7.9  84%

     VINCI SA 0.4  4% 0.3  3%  0.4  4% 0.3  4%

     Fully consolidated subsidiaries 8.1  80% 7.2  72%  8.4  89% 7.6  80%

Directly linked services and work 1.5  15% 2.3  23%  0.5  5% 1.4  15%

     VINCI SA 0.4  4% 0.9  9%  0.2  2% 0.7  7%

     Fully consolidated subsidiaries 1.1  10% 1.5  15%  0.3  3% 0.7  8%

Subtotal, audit 10.0  98% 9.8  99%  9.3  98% 9.3  98%
          
Other services          
Legal, tax and employment 0.2  2% 0.1  1%  0.2  2% 0.2  2%

Other   0%   0%  0%   0%

Subtotal, other services 0.2  2% 0.1  1%  0.2  2% 0.2  2%
          
Total 10.2  100% 9.9  100%  9.5  100% 9.5  100%

H.	 Note on litigation
 
The companies comprising the VINCI Group are sometimes involved in litigation arising from their activities. The related risks are assessed 
by VINCI and the subsidiaries involved on the basis of their knowledge of the cases, and provisions are taken in consequence.

The main disputes in progress at the date of this document were as follows:

ˇˇ VINCI’s subsidiary CBC built a hotel in Bratislava (Slovakia) for Intertour, part of whose equity it held. This transaction was financed through 
promissory notes issued by Intertour and discounted on a non-recourse basis by CBC with a French bank, which had counter-guarantees from 
foreign financial institutions. Following the payment default by Intertour, VTB Bank France sued CBC claiming damages of €24 million on the 
basis of alleged responsibility in connection with the invalidity of the guarantees issued by the foreign financial institutions in this French bank’s 
favour. This suit was rejected by the Paris Commercial Court in a ruling dated 13 March 2009. VTB Bank France has filed an appeal against 
this decision. Given the current state of affairs, the Group does not expect this dispute to have a material impact on its financial situation.

ˇˇ On 12 February 2010, the Conseil Régional d’Ile-de-France – the regional authority for the Greater Paris Region – applied to the Paris Court 
of First Instance (Tribunal de Grande Instance) for a ruling against 15 enterprises, of which several are members of the VINCI Group, and 11 
natural persons, some of whom are or have been VINCI Group employees, ordering them to pay €358 million plus interest from 7 July 1997 to 
the Conseil Régional d’Ile-de-France. In March 2011, the pre-trial judge ( Juge de la Mise en Etat) ordered the Ile de France regional authority to 
clarify and split its application into as many sub-files as there were tenders, which has not yet been done, and at the beginning of December 
2011 set a timetable for the examination of the various procedural issues relating to the admissibility of the application. This application by 
the regional authority was further to a judgement by the Paris Appeal Court on 27 February 2007 against various natural persons finding them 
guilty of operating a cartel as well as to the decision on 9 May 2007 by the competition authority (the Conseil de la Concurrence (*)) and the 
ruling of the Paris Court of Appeal of 3 July 2008 imposing penalties on the enterprises for anti-competitive practices between 1991 and 1996 
in connection with the programme to renovate secondary educational establishments in the Ile-de-France region. At 31 December 2011, the 
Group has treated this risk as a contingent liability that it is not in a position to measure. 

ˇˇ King County (headquarters in Seattle) is in dispute with a consortium in which VINCI Construction Grands Projets has a 60% share in connec-
tion with the construction of a tunnel called Brightwater Central. As a result of geological difficulties encountered on the site, which resulted 
in delays and extra costs, the consortium sought application of the contract whereas King County considers that the construction consortium 
had defaulted on its obligations, which the consortium disputes. The parties have launched a mediation procedure while the consortium 
has followed the contractual dispute resolution procedure. King County has, however, decided to take the case before the Seattle Court. The 
construction consortium is claiming compensation of $100 million, while King County is claiming an amount of the order of $130 million from 
the consortium. In view of the current situation, the Group considers that this dispute will not have a material effect on its financial situation.

(*) Now known as the Autorité de la Concurrence.
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