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March 25, 2010 
 
 
Honorable Robert P. Patterson 
United States District Court, Southern District of New York 
Daniel Patrick Moynihan United States Courthouse 
500 Pearl St. 
New York, NY 10007-1312 
Phone: 212.805.0238/0115; Fax: 212.805.7917 
 
Re: Sony Corp. SXRD Rear Projection Television Marketing, Sales Practices & Products Liability 
Litigation -- No. 09-MD-2102 (RPP) 
 
 
Honorable Robert P. Patterson, 
 
I recently became aware from one of Sony’s TV customers that you are currently considering a Motion for 
Preliminary Approval of Class Action Settlement in the above-referenced case. I am an independent, 
uncompensated consumer advocate who has done extensive investigation and reporting on the many 
problems customers have been experiencing with liquid crystal rear-projection TVs manufactured by 
Sony between 2002 and 2007. After thoroughly reviewing the proposed settlement, as well as the 
plaintiff’s supporting memorandum, I am disturbed by the lack of meaningful relief being offered to 
customers, as well as irregularities that raise questions about whether the negotiations were conducted at 
arm’s length. Therefore, I urge you to reject the motion and to compel negotiation of a settlement that 
favors the customer class at large, rather than favoring Sony, the individual plaintiff, and the plaintiff’s 
attorneys. 
 
I have maintained an informational web site for customers for the last three years that details the 
problems with the TVs, describes Sony’s interactions with customers, and provides suggestions on how 
to obtain equitable relief: In the last nine months alone, I have had over 70,000 unique visitors to my web 
site and have personally communicated with hundreds of individual customers through the site. In 
addition, I have communicated with hundreds more customers by regular mail and through other Internet 
forums. Below, I will provide the specific reasoning behind my request to reject the motion based on my 
extensive research and customer interactions. In addition, I strongly encourage you to view the web site: 

http://sites.google.com/site/sonylcdrptvproblems/ 
 
For reference, the following table is an overview of all production SXRD-based rear-projection TVs 
manufactured by Sony. 
 

Table 1. SXRD TV model release dates, panels, and warranty extensions. Data derived from 
Sony press releases, warranty cards, warranty extensions, specification sheets, owners’ 
manuals, and the proposed settlement documents. 
Model 
family 

Model 
year 

(Sony) 

Approx. 
initial 

release 
date 

SXRD panel Current 
warranty 

expiration 
date 

Settlement 
warranty 

expiration 
date 

Difference 

Q006 2004 1/2005 0.78-in 1080i 5-ms 6/2010 8/2010 +2 months 
XBR1 2005 9/2005 0.61-in 1080p 2.5-ms NA NA NA 
A2000 2006 7/2006 0.61-in 1080p 2.5-ms 6/2010 8/2010 +2 months 
XBR2 2006 10/2006 0.61-in 1080p 5-ms 6/2010 8/2010 +2 months 
A2020 2007 2/2007 0.61-in 1080p 2.5-ms 6/2010 12/2010 +6 months 
A3000 2007 8/2007 0.61-in 1080p 120 Hz 

2.5-ms 
6/2011 7/2011 +1 month 

NA, not applicable (the XBR1 was the subject of a previous class action settlement). 
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Lack of meaningful relief to customers 
 
In her memorandum, the plaintiff makes the following claims about the level of relief being offered to 
Sony’s customers in the proposed settlement: 
 

...[C]onsumers are receiving relief in the form of an extended warranty which provides what 
consumers need--a guarantee that the Optical Blocks of their Televisions will work so they can 
enjoy the full use of the Televisions they purchased… (page 20) 
 
…Moreover, the relief provided by the Settlement is substantial. Class members receive a 
significantly extended warranty period and a full refund for any out-of-pocket expenses already 
incurred. This is in addition to other possible benefits that qualifying class members could receive 
(such as cash accommodations and the reimbursement for service plans some class members 
may qualify for). There is no doubt that this Settlement is at least sufficiently fair, reasonable, and 
adequate to warrant preliminary approval and notice to the Class. (page 27) 

 
Warranty extension 
 
The primary relief in the proposed settlement, as described by the plaintiff, is the extension of the existing 
limited warranties on the optical blocks. The plaintiff claims in her memorandum: “This warranty Extension 
means that consumers will receive a total of approximately four years of warranty coverage for each 
model.” That is very optimistic and misleading. 
 
The very first TVs to ship for each model (other than the ultra-premium Q006 model) were available 
approximately 3 years 10 months from the proposed warranty expiration dates, so that is the maximum 
warranty time—available only to the earliest adopters. However, most sales typically occur several 
months after the initial release, when the street price settles in and sufficient numbers of TVs are actually 
available. Thus, it is far more reasonable to assume that the “average” customer for each of these models 
will have approximately 3 to 3-1/2 years of coverage. 
 
More importantly, regardless of the absolute time of coverage, the warranty extensions offer a paltry 1 to 
2 months of coverage beyond the current warranty expirations, with the exception of the A2020 models 
(the plaintiff’s model), which is 6 months (Table 1). Adding 1 to 2 months of warranty coverage is all but 
meaningless to customers, and even the 6-month extension for the A2020 models is of dubious value, 
particularly given the alternative proposed relief (see Cash settlements below). 
 
Typical customers will have had their TVs for about 3 to 3-1/2 years when the current warranties expire 
(depending on exact purchase date). As revealed in the XBR1 settlement (06-CV-05173-RPP) and the 
experiences of customers since that settlement, the latent defects in the SXRD optical blocks give rise to 
the discolorations during cumulative exposure to heat and light. Although some customers (those with 
high numbers of hours of annual usage) will be more likely to experience the problems within this initial 
time frame, it is highly likely that many, or most, customers will experience it over the course of the 
ensuing few years. 
 
Thus, the plaintiff’s contention that the proposed settlement provides Sony’s customers with a 
“significantly extended warranty period” is ludicrous. 
 
Refund of repair expenses 
 
The other main mode of relief, as described by the plaintiff, is the refund of repair expenses incurred if 
repairs had already been done outside of the original warranty. However, this relief was already available 
to customers of all of the affected TVs in Sony’s existing warranty extensions (available for viewing on 
Sony’s web site), and customers have been covered by the existing warranty extensions since the alerts 
were issued. Therefore, this mode of relief offers absolutely no value. 
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Cash settlements 
 
If Sony does not provide a replacement optical block within 14 days of a reported failure, the customer will 
receive a cash settlement, as outlined in Table 2. Although this may sound beneficial to the consumer, it 
is disturbing for several reasons. First, the settlement amounts are very small relative to the original cost 
and expected life span of the TVs. The settlement amounts are in the range of 5-10% of the original 
MSRPs for the TVs. Even accounting for the lower street prices that many customers likely paid, the 
amounts are likely in the 5-15% range at a maximum. 
 

Table 2. SXRD TV model MSRPs and proposed cash settlement amounts. Data derived from 
Sony press releases and the proposed settlement documents. 

Models Original MSRP Proposed cash 
settlement 

% 

Q006 $13,000 $700 5% 
60” XBR2s $4,300 $350 8% 
70” XBR2s $7,000 $400 6% 

50” A2000/A2020/A3000 $2,300-$3,500 $200 6-9% 
55” A2000/A2020/A3000 $2,500-$4,000 $250 6-10% 
60” A2000/A2020/A3000 $2,900-$4,500 $300 7-10% 
MSRP, manufacturer’s suggested retail price 
NA, not applicable (the XBR1 was the subject of a previous class action settlement, 06-CV-
05173-RPP). 

 
And, as described above, this coverage will expire within about 3 to 3-1/2 years from purchase for the 
average customer (depending on exact purchase date). Thus, the cash settlements depreciate the value 
of these premium TVs (originally costing $2,000-$7,000) down to just 5-15% of their original values within 
an average of about 3 to 3-1/2 years, after which they have no value. In order to maintain a reasonably 
equivalent functional TV, customers would have to spend thousands of dollars again, and a few hundred 
in a cash settlement does very little to offset this injustice. 
 
Second, Sony has demonstrated a history of problems with optical block parts availability with their past 
warranty extensions, leading to long waits (weeks to months) for customers suffering problems. This has 
also been true for other problems with related TVs, like the lamp melting problem with 2003-2004 3LCD 
models. Sony issued a warranty extension for this problem on 4/17/2008 that runs through 3/31/2010. 
However, starting around 10/2009 (at the latest), Sony began reporting that they were out of replacement 
parts, and, instead of offering free replacement TVs, they have been offering discounts off replacement 
TVs. 
 
In addition to unplanned lack of parts, there seems to be nothing in the settlement agreement stopping 
Sony from purposefully not providing replacement optical blocks. In fact, it is in Sony’s own best interests 
to offer the cash settlements ($250-$400), as they are likely at or below the cost to Sony to conduct a 
replacement (cost of rebuilding a failed optical block plus local Sony technician labor costs to install it). If 
you consider the retail costs charged by Sony for replacement optical blocks (~$500-$5,000 just for the 
part), it is clearly of benefit for Sony to choose the cash settlement. For the consumer, however, this 
effectively forces them to purchase a replacement set with only a few hundred dollars from Sony. 
 
Under current conditions of Sony’s warranty extensions and warranty law, if a customer experiences a 
problem during the warranty period, they should get their TVs repaired free of charge, or, if Sony is 
unwilling or unable to conduct the repair, they should be given a reasonably equivalent replacement TV 
free of charge. And, if customers have a problem after the warranty period, they are free to negotiate with 
Sony and/or file their own legal action. 
 
In contrast, under the current version of the proposed settlement agreement, the warranty gets extended 
for a few months (affecting a very small number of customers), but, at the same time, Sony seems 
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capable of cashing out with a few hundred dollars during the warranty period, and most customers will be 
waiving their rights to negotiate with Sony and/or file their own legal action after the warranty period, as 
they will not understand the implications of the agreement when they receive it. 
 
In combination, these severe deficiencies in the relief proposed in the settlement make this very 
unbeneficial to the consumers. The plaintiff’s contention that the settlement “provides what consumers 
need—a guarantee that the Optical Block of their Televisions will work so they can enjoy the full use of 
the Televisions they purchased,” is ludicrous. Rather, it ensures that Sony can absolve itself of all liability 
with only the smallest token of a payment going to a miniscule number of its customers. 
 
Irregularities in the list of TV models subject to the class action 
 
The lone plaintiff in this action allegedly purchased an A2020 model that manifested an optical block 
defect. In her memorandum and the proposed settlement reached by the plaintiff and Sony, they consider 
the 2005 XBR1 family of models, which were the subject of a previous class action settlement (06-CV-
05173-RPP), “first generation” SXRDs. In contrast, the plaintiff and Sony refer to the remaining families of 
models (Q006, A2000, XBR2, A2020, and A3000) as “second generation Sony Grand WEGA SXRD” 
technology. 
 
However, there are irregularities associated with this claim. For example, the Q006 is a 2004 model that 
was produced prior to the “first-generation” XBR1 family of models with a different type of SXRD chip 
(0.78-inch; 1080i vs. 0.61-inch 1080p in the newer models). In addition, the A3000 was promoted by Sony 
as a different class from the A2000/A2020 models due to its “high frame rate” (120 Hz) SXRD panel. 
 
The plaintiff’s original complaint in the Eastern District of Texas only included the XBR2, A2000, and the 
60” version of the A2020 in the class. However, in Section 1.4 of the proposed settlement, Sony and the 
plaintiff expanded this list of models to include all sizes of the A2020 (adding the 50” and 55” versions). 
But then in Section 2.10 of the proposed settlement (and in the plaintiff’s memorandum), Sony and the 
plaintiff further expanded the list to include the Q006 and A3000 models. By doing so, they have included 
every remaining SXRD family of models ever produced by Sony. 
 
This awkward and inconsistent lumping together of all remaining models, combined with the lack of 
meaningful relief to customers, seems more like an effort to allow Sony to absolve itself of any remaining 
liability over any of its SXRD models, as opposed to an attempt to equitably relieve the many customers 
who have and will continue to suffer from their defective designs. It also suggests that Sony played an 
inappropriate role in deciding which models were included in the list. 
 
Irregularities in the reported color anomalies 
 
In the proposed settlement, the alleged color anomalies in the “second generation” SXRDs are described 
as follows: 
 

…including, but not limited to, green blobs, yellow stains, green haze, yellow lines, a softer and 
washed out picture, lack of color uniformity, poorer rendition of dark colors, "blotchy" rendition of 
the color black, problems with "grayscale," and convergence problems. 

 
This is word-for-word identical to the description of the color anomalies reported in the settlement for the 
XBR1 TVs (06-CV-05173-RPP). This is entirely inconsistent with the following claim in the plaintiff’s 
memorandum (contained in a list of many other claims that paint Sony in an unusually positive light): 
 

The Optical Block in the 2006/07 model year SXRD televisions (i) contained significant design 
improvements; and (ii) experienced performance issues of a different type and degree than those 
involved in the 2005 model year televisions subject to the earlier settlement approved by this 
Court. 
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On a related matter, Sony claimed that the “green blob” problem had been completely rectified by 
10/2005, all other green issues were rectified by 1/2006, and all yellow issues were rectified by 10/2006 
(pages 3-4 of your Opinion and Order). 
 
Lessons learned from the XBR1 settlement 
 
Related to the above discussion of the XBR1 color anomalies, you wrote in your Opinion and Order in the 
XBR1 settlement that Sony engineers had convincingly described how they had identified the problems 
that led to the color anomalies and had overcome them by redesigning the optical blocks (e.g., see pages 
4 and 13). You also provided your opinion, based on information provided by Sony, that the warranty 
extension proposed in that case was fair “because it is nearly certain that any class member who will 
experience a problem with the Optical Block will do so before [the expiration date].” (page 17) 
 
Inconsistent with these statements and assumptions, there are extensive reports of 2005 SXRD owners 
experiencing green and yellow anomalies on their TVs that became evident only after the 6/30/2009 
warranty extension expiration. This includes customers who had their optical blocks replaced after Sony 
had supposedly redesigned them in 10/2006. In addition, virtually identical issues are now being reported 
by owners of both the 2006 and 2007 model year SXRDs, which were largely produced after the alleged 
10/2006 optical block redesign and after ample opportunity for further redesigns. In fact, I have received 
several reports in the last few days from A2000 and A2020 owners who have experienced multiple 
failures of replacement optical blocks, and who are now being offered discounts off different Sony TVs 
due to their inability to effect a permanent repair. 
 
The plaintiff in the current case is making similar claims about the optical blocks in the newer SXRDs, 
which clearly came directly from Sony employees and documents. She claims  that the optical blocks 
have, yet again, been redesigned to remove the defects, that the failure rate has been reduced, that Sony 
has not knowingly sold defective TVs, and that problems are scarce. Given the observations I describe 
herein, I implore you to view these claims with great skepticism and, when determining whether the 
agreement was negotiated at arm’s length, please consider the fact that many of the statements in the 
plaintiff’s memorandum could have come from Sony’s public relations department with little or no criticism 
of their role in this matter. 
 
If recent events foreshadow the future, we are headed on the same road to vast numbers of customers 
experiencing failures long before a reasonable life span of their TVs is reached with little or no 
compensation. Much of the memorandum seemed devoted to a conflict between multiple sets of 
attorneys. From the consumer’s standpoint, it is irrelevant who is remunerated for executing the case. I 
submit that the proposed settlement has obvious deficiencies and is unfair to the most important party—
the consumers who do not stand to make any substantial personal gain. Please reject this proposed 
settlement agreement and send the parties back to the negotiating table, as there is only one chance to 
get a good class action outcome. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Steven P. Linke 

 
http:// sites.google.com/site/sonylcdrptvproblems/ 
 
Cc by facsimile: 
Federman & Sherwood (405.239.2112) 
Sony Electronics (212.833.6924) 
 




