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MB (Contra Costa county, California; 8/9/2010; KDS60A2000; $2,835 judgment) 
 
Plaintiff purchased a KDS60A2000 in August 2006 for $3,780 including sales tax and 
recycling fee.  In January 2010 Plaintiff noticed green discoloration on the screen.  In 
April 2010 Plaintiff requested warranty service under Sony’s optical block extended 
warranty program.  The optical block was replaced twice with refurbished parts that 
exhibited varying degrees of green and red discoloration after the replacement parts were 
installed. In June 2010 Plaintiff contacted the Sarah Kepler facebook page.  Sarah Kepler 
made a free replacement offer of a refurbished KDL-60EX500 that was not acceptable to 
Plaintiff.  Plaintiff filed suit in small claims court June 22, 2010.  On June 28, 2010 
Plaintiff received a delivery notice that a refurbished KDL-60EX500 had been shipped to 
Plaintiff without Plaintiff’s knowledge or consent.  The shipment was declined and 
returned to Sony. On July 19, 2010 via phone Plaintiff received a $1,000 settlement offer 
from a clerk in Sony’s legal department. That offer was declined  The case was heard on 
August 6, 2010 with judgment entered for Plaintiff on August 9, 2010.  More details of 
the case can be found in Plaintiff’s court filing. 
 
The case was heard in the Contra Costa county small claims court in Concord, California 
and lasted for 55 minutes. Sony was represented by a Senior National Trainer.  The 
parties declined mediation.  Sony brought with him and submitted to the court the 
customer’s purchase receipt, copy of original express warranty card shipped with the  
tv, demand letter, extracted facebook correspondence and numerous schematics and 
diagrams, one of which appeared to be the KDS60A2000 service manual.  
 

Plaintiff’s Initial Presentation 
 
The judge took an active role in the conduct and questioning during the case.  Plaintiff 
requested the purchase price of his TV less usage plus the cost of an unused light bulb 
and a civil penalty.  The judge stated that the burden of proof to support a civil penalty 
was very high. Plaintiff submitted his case summary and exhibits (see attached) and 
recited the relevant facts and key areas of the law.  Plaintiff summarized by stating the 
main issue before the court was whether Plaintiff should receive $1,000 cash as set forth 
by Sony or $2837.94 as calculated per California statute. 
 

Sony’s Initial Presentation 
 
Sony read from a prepared transcript stating as follows: 
 

o Sony was only bound by warranty to cover the optical light engine for 2 years. 
o The model KDS60A2000 with its SXRD technology is a quality proven 

technology that has exhibited few if any problems. 
o Sony bent over backwards to accommodate Plaintiff by putting 2 optical blocks in 

the set when they were not obligated to do so. 
o Sony did not believe the problem with Plaintiff’s set were optical block related. 
o Sony could not verify the problems with Plaintiff’s set 
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o Sony is a good company. To maintain the goodwill of the customer Sony offered 
a replacement set of superior capability and value. 

o Plaintiff was greedy in asking for additional relief in excess of his purchase price 
o Sony is a great and wonderful company and punitive damages should not be 

assessed. 
 

Judges Questioning 
 
Supplemental oral testimony was provided by the parties and solicited by the judge.  The 
key items the judge focused on included: 
 
Sony’s claim the optical block was not the problem with the set. 
 
Plaintiff provided two work orders from Sony’s authorized service center noting 
examination of Plaintiff’s set, diagnosis of the problem as an optical block problem and 
installation of two optical blocks. 
 
Sony’s claim they could not verify Plaintiff’s television problem. 
 
Plaintiff provided a copy of a written notification from Sony’s authorized service center 
stating that the second optical block was defective and they had left the set with a slight 
green halo being exhibited.  Plaintiff also testified that Sony’s customer service 
representatives contacted the Sony service center technician who performed the optical 
block replacements to verify the failure of both optical blocks prior to authorizing 
replacement set.  The judge stated that a principal is deemed to know everything that his 
agent knows.  
 
Sony’s claim that the warranty extended for only two years. 
 
Sony attempted to deny and conceal from the judge the extensions of the optical block 
warranty for the KDS60A2000 until August 30, 2010.  The judge noted that Sony’s 
authorized service center had written that the warranty services to Plaintiff’s set were 
performed pursuant to a “recall”.  Under critical questioning from the judge, Sony 
admitted the extension of the optical block warranty until August 31, 2010. 
 
Sony’s claim that the replacement refurbished set was a suitable replacement  
 
Sony stated that the LCD technology offered in the replacement unit was vastly superior 
to the SXRD technology in the KDS60A2000.  Sony said they had abandoned SXRD 
technology and no longer sold SXRD based products. As an accommodation Sony was 
offering a better set than Plaintiff owned.  Sony stated that in 2006 Sony sold a 60 inch 
LCD for $7000 where as Plaintiff’s set cost $3500.  Sony was in effect offering Plaintiff 
a $7000 replacement set for his $3500 set.  Sony stated their right to use refurbished 
parts.   
 
Reason why Plaintiff declined Sony’s replacement offer 
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In response to the judges request as to why Plaintiff did not find Sony’s replacement offer 
acceptable, plaintiff stated the following reasons; off-angle viewing, black level, lack of 
legacy switching, preference for Plasma technology, cabinetry and wiring concerns, 
concern for the quality of a refurbished television after failure of 2 refurbished optical 
blocks and concern that a proposed waiver violated California Civil Code Section 1790. 
 
Useful life of KDS60A2000 
 
Sony testified to a useful life of 7 years based upon California’s requirement of the 
manufacturer of consumer goods with a wholesale price of greater than $100 to retain 
functional replacement parts for 7 years.  Plaintiff testified to a useful life of 15 years 
referring to a Sony white paper, industry marketing data, other court cases, and the logic 
that the useful life of every consumer electronics component and appliance with a 
wholesale cost of $100 or more sold in California is seven years was nonsense.  
 

Judgment 
  
The judge prepared no written opinion so the exact rationale for the judges ruling is not 
available.  The award was for $2730 principal plus $105 in costs.  However the Plaintiff 
wrote the following in his conclusion to the case document he submitted to the court.  
 
“Additionally, by their conduct in offering Plaintiff a replacement TV and latter a cash 
settlement, Defendant has accepted in part the methodology required by California 
statute. It should be noted that the MSRP plus tax of the TV improperly shipped to 
Plaintiff after they were sued was $2,730 [Exhibit 9].” 
  
      


