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31. Statutory Auditors’ fees
Deloitte & Associés network KPMG network

(in € millions) 2009 % 2008 % 2009 % 2008 %

Audit
Statutory audit 6.6 82% 6.8 66% 7.9 94% 8.1 91%

    VINCI S.A. 0.3 4% 0.5 5% 0.4 5% 0.6 7%

     Fully consolidated subsidiaries 6.3 78% 6.3 61% 7.5 88% 7.5 84%

Directly linked services and work 1.3 16% 3.3 32% 0.2 3% 0.6 7%

     VINCI S.A. 0.1 1% 0% 0.1 1% 0%

     Fully consolidated subsidiaries 1.2 14% 3.3 32% 0.2 2% 0.6 7%

Sub-total, audit 7.9 98% 10.0 98% 8.2 96% 8.7 98%
 

Other services
Legal, tax and employment 0.1 1% 0.3 2% 0.3 3% 0.2 2%

Other 0.1 1% 0% 0% 0%

Sub-total, other services 0.1 2% 0.3 2% 0.3 4% 0.2 2%

Total 8.0 100% 10.3 100% 8.5 100% 8.9 100%

In accordance with the AMF’s recommendation, this table does not include proportionately consolidated and equity-accounted companies.

 H. Disputes and arbitration
The companies comprising the VINCI group are sometimes involved in litigation arising from the normal course of business. 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 that ended in 2009 were the following:•  In 1997, SNCF lodged multiple claims with the Paris Administrative Court against a large number of construction enterprises, of which 
several were VINCI Group subsidiaries, with a view to obtaining financial compensation for the prejudice it claims to have suffered between 
1987 and 1990 during the award of tenders for the construction of the TGV Nord and TGV Rhône-Alpes lines and their interconnection. 
This claim followed the ruling against the companies involved by the competition authority in 1995, which the Paris Appeal Court upheld 
overall. The Paris Administrative Court, after having ruled in December 1998 in respect of these two claims that the findings of the 
competition authority regarding the anti-competitive practices entitled SNCF to claim that its consent was impaired with respect to the 
contracts in question, ordered an appraisal to establish the impact of such practices. The enterprises had appealed against this decision 
before the Court of Cassation but the Council of State (the Conseil d’Etat), in a ruling issued on 19 December 2007, rejected their appeals. 
In 2005, the expert appointed by the Paris Administrative Court submitted two reports in which it was concluded that SNCF had incurred 
extra costs significantly lower than the amounts claimed. On 27 March 2009, the Paris Administrative Court issued a series of rulings 
ordering the companies that were members of groupings with contracts relating to this work to pay various amounts totalling €90 million 
in principal plus interest at the statutory rate. The enterprises have appealed against these rulings. On 21 October 2009 the enterprises 
and SNCF agreed a settlement finally bringing this matter to an end.

•  In respect of the dispute between VINCI and Mr Antoine Zacharias, former chairman of VINCI, who applied to the Nanterre Commercial 
Court claiming that he was entitled to exercise all the share options that were granted to him previously by the Company, despite the 
fact that he no longer held any office within the VINCI Group, and, further or in the alternative, claimed payment of damages then estimated 
at €81 million in respect of the loss of opportunity to acquire his share option rights together with compensation of €1 in respect of his 
moral loss, on 30 May 2008, the Court made a ruling rejecting this claim. Mr Zacharias filed an appeal against this ruling. On 29 October 
2009, the Versailles Appeal Court issued a ruling confirming the decision of the Commercial Court.

 
The main disputes in progress at the date of this document are the following:•  On 23 May 2004, part of the shell structure (superstructures) over the passageway of Roissy airport’s 2E terminal collapsed. The structure 

had been built for Aéroports de Paris, which in this project acted as principal, architect and main contractor. The construction work on terminal 
2E was carried out under multiple separate contracts by numerous different companies. The passageway shells (superstructures) were 
constructed by a consortium comprising companies that are today VINCI subsidiaries. The incident was subject to a court-ordered expert 
appraisal to establish the reasons for the collapse and assess the damages suffered. The experts submitted a report to the Court on 30 June 
2009 in which they considered that responsibility for the incident lay with Aéroports de Paris for between 51% and 55%, with the consortium 
that built the shells (VINCI Group companies) for between 36% and 40% and with the Bureau Veritas inspection firm for between 8% and 
10%. The cost of reconstruction work has now been assumed by the insurance company that insured this building. The experts have assessed 
the operating losses resulting from this incident as being of the order of €144 million. A criminal investigation has also been launched following 
the collapse. In view of the current situation, the Group considers that this dispute will not have a material unfavourable effect on its financial 
situation.




