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April 7, 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) 
 
Judge Patterson: 
 
Subsequent to the submission of my March 25, 2010 letter to the Court regarding the above-referenced 
action, briefs have been filed by counselors for Meserole, Cardenas, and Sony. Having read these 
documents and knowing that I will not have an opportunity to share my opinion at the upcoming April 12th 
hearing, I have a few additional observations I would like to share with you in opposition to preliminary 
approval of the settlement agreement. 
 
Introduction 
 

In large part, the briefs consist of mudslinging and biting sarcasm about which group is more 
unethical than the other, and how the current proposed settlement is better or worse than the previous 
XBR1 settlement. Unfortunately, they do little to address the only important party in this case—the 
customers who purchased Sony Q006, XBR2, A2000, A2020, or A3000 model TVs. The proposed 
settlement agreement provides little meaningful relief to these consumers in exchange for forfeiting all of 
their legal rights. The proposed optical block warranty extensions for all but one of the model families are 
only 1-2 months longer than their current expirations would be without any settlement, and they are 
generally shorter than the optical block warranty extensions of all other Sony models where no class 
action lawsuits were ever pursued. 

In addition, the proposed token cash settlements (5-15% of purchase price), which expire with the 
warranties, are all a small fraction of what these TVs should have been worth had they not contained 
latent defects in their optical blocks. And the other proposed relief also does little to go beyond what has 
already been available to Sony’s customers. No convincing arguments were presented in the new briefs 
that change any of these facts. So, in the absence of any meaningful relief, I again urge you to reject the 
settlement proposal as unreasonable and send the parties back to the bargaining table to negotiate 
something that protects the consumers. 
 
Sony’s warranty extensions are not tied to class actions and tend to be more favorable in their 
absence 
 

Counsel for Cardenas and Sony imply that Sony’s optical block warranty extensions for the TV 
models subject to the proposed Cardenas settlement were only issued based on the initiation of their 
negotiations. And, in an apparent attempt to justify the paltry 1-2 month warranty extensions, they further 
imply that the current warranty extensions represent Sony’s good faith efforts to honor an inevitable 
settlement in the Cardenas action while it is still pending. However, the facts do not support these 
implications. 

Sony’s warranty extensions are reportedly issued as consumer complaints accumulate, and the 
TVs reach an unacceptable failure rate. They are likely intended to shield Sony from legal proceedings, 
but there is no consistent relationship with class action lawsuits. See the following Table for a history of 
Sony’s optical block warranty extensions on all of their 2003-2007 liquid crystal rear-projection TVs. 

According to counsel for Cardenas and Sony, settlement negotiations began in October of 2009 
on the 2004, 2006, and 2007 SXRD models at issue in the current case (the Q006, XBR2, A2000, A2020, 
and A3000 models). However, Sony issued warranty extension alerts for the Q006, XBR2, and A2000 
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models (the ones that the Cardenas settlement is extending by 2 months) a year before that. 
In addition, Sony issued similar optical block warranty extensions for their 2003-2004 and 2006-

2007 3LCD-based models at various times, starting in June of 2007, even though there have been no 
class action lawsuits on those models. Furthermore, Sony has not issued any extension for their 2005 
3LCD-based A10 and A20 models (the only 2003-2007 model family that has not had an extension), 
despite the fact that there is a class action lawsuit proceeding on those models. 

Even more striking is the fact that the optical block warranty extensions on the 3LCD models (4.0 
to 4.75 years from initial release) are generally longer than those proposed for the SXRD models, even 
after the Cardenas extensions are applied (3.75 to 4.1 years from initial release). This, despite the fact 
that the former models were not the subject of class action lawsuits, while the latter models have. 
 
Table. Sony liquid crystal-based rear-projection TV model initial release, warranty extension alert 
and expiration dates, and class action status. Data derived from Sony press releases, warranty cards, 
and warranty extensions from Sony web site, as well as court documents. 

Model family Model year 
& 

technology  

Approx. 
initial 

release 
date 

Warranty 
extension 
alert date 

Extended 
warranty 

expiration 
date 

Time from 
release to 

current 
expiration 

(years) 

Time from 
release to 
Cardenas 
expiration 

(years) 

Class 
action 
lawsuit 

WE610/XBR950 2003 3LCD 9/2003 12/11/2007 6/30/2008 4.75 NA None 
WE655/WF655/

XS955 
2004 3LCD 9/2004 6/23/2007 12/31/2008 4.25 NA None 

A10/A20* 2005 3LCD 6/2005 NA NA NA NA Pending 
E2000 2006 3LCD 6/2006 12/28/2008 6/30/2010 4.0 NA None 

H1000/E3000 2007 3LCD 5/2007 10/23/2009 6/30/2011 4.1 NA None 
Q006* 2004 SXRD 1/2005 10/22/2008 6/30/2010 5.4 5.5 Pending 
XBR1** 2005 SXRD 9/2005 3/24/2007 6/30/2009 3.75 NA Settled 
A2000* 2006 SXRD 7/2006 10/21/2008 6/30/2010 3.9 4.1 Pending 
XBR2* 2006 SXRD 10/2006 10/21/2008 6/30/2010 3.67 3.8 Pending 
A2020* 2007 SXRD 2/2007 10/23/2009 6/30/2010 3.33 3.8 Pending 
A3000* 2007 SXRD 8/2007 10/23/2009 6/30/2011 3.8 3.9 Pending 

NA, not applicable 
*, Models with pending class action lawsuits 
**, Models with finalized class action settlement 
 
Consumers will not be getting warranties that “exceed four years” with the current settlement 
 

Counsel for Cardenas stated in his brief: “Accordingly, the total duration of the warranty each 
class member will have received upon expiration of the warranty extension will exceed four years from 
product introduction.” First, the warranty extension only covers the optical block, so any other problem a 
consumer might experience will not be covered. Second, this carefully worded statement makes it seem 
as if “each class member” will receive a warranty of greater than 4 years. However, this is inherently and 
purposely deceptive, because it is only applicable to the small group of consumers who purchased the 
TVs immediately at the initial launch (and, even in those cases, the extensions are still arguably shorter 
than 4 years). 

Only Sony knows when customers actually purchased their TVs, but, if a study was conducted for 
each model, it is not unlikely that the median purchase date would be around 6 months after the initial 
release date, so the average customer’s warranty length would be around 0.5 years shorter than those 
shown in the l Table, or around 3.4 years if the Cardenas settlement is finalized. 
 
Sony’s inability to provide functional optical blocks and track repairs 
 

In my personal case, I purchased a Sony 2004 3LCD TV in December of 2004. When blue 
discolorations appeared about 2.5 years after purchase, it took 6 weeks and three replacement optical 
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blocks for Sony to replace my original optical block under their warranty extension, after having to back-
order the part, then providing an incorrect part, and then an out-of-the-box failure. 

I was also told by Sony that the replacement optical block had been re-engineered, but when it 
failed with the same blue discoloration problem a couple of years later, Sony acknowledged that 
replacements were actually only re-manufactured to the original specifications with the same parts. Now 
facing an out-of-warranty $1,200 repair, I instead sued Sony based on breach of the implied warranty of 
merchantability due to the presence of inherent latent defects in the optical block. I was awarded 
approximately $2,200 of my original $3,000 purchase price. It is important to note that Sony Customer 
Support claimed that they had no record of my first repair, and, despite my providing this information to 
Sony (information they should already have had), the Sony representative at my trial said that there was 
still no evidence in my file (based on the TV’s serial number) that I had a previous repair. 

Unfortunately, I am aware of countless stories from other customers who have similarly been 
subjected to back-ordered replacement optical blocks, out-of-the-box failures, long delays in installation, 
Sony’s inability to maintain accurate historical records of repairs, disinformation about the remanufactured 
nature of the replacement optical blocks, and multiple failures. Thus, I urge you to be skeptical of Sony’s 
claims that multiple failures of the newer optical blocks are rare, and that they have systems in place to 
respond quickly to customer complaints and maintain adequate part supplies. I think they have 
demonstrated that, at best, their information system is insufficient to accurately track such things, and, at 
worst, they are disingenuous. 
 
Underestimate of number of Class members? 
 

Counsel for Cardenas claims to have identified 47,000 consumers to be notified of the proposed 
settlement (presumably registered owners of the 12 different SXRD models listed). This seems like an 
unusually low number relative to the 175,000 consumers allegedly identified for notification in the XBR1 
class action. According to Sony’s financial statements filed with the SEC, they sold more total rear 
projection TVs in 2006 (1.1 million) than in 2005 (1.05 million). It must be noted that those numbers 
include 3LCD models, which are not included in the current action, some of the 2006 sales were XBR1s, 
and Sony’s sales did decrease significantly in 2007 as they exited the rear projection market. However, 
47,000 still seems very low, and counsel for Meserole refers to “hundreds of thousands” of Class 
members. If you take the unfortunate step of preliminarily approving the current settlement, please ensure 
that the Class is properly informed. Numerous XBR1 customers with whom I have communicated were 
never made aware of the previous settlement proposal. 
 
Summary 
 

The proposed settlement adds no meaningful relief to that which most of the Class is already 
eligible, including the optical block warranty extensions. Thus, the proposed settlement is unreasonable 
and should be rejected. If Sony truly believes that the failure rates of the optical blocks in the TVs in 
question are so low, then they should be willing to negotiate a significantly longer warranty extension with 
higher penalties for subsequent failures. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Steven P. Linke 

 
 

http://sites.google.com/site/sonylcdrptvproblems/ 
 
Cc by facsimile: 
Federman & Sherwood (Cardenas) (405.239.2112) 
Quinn Emanuel Urquhart Oliver & Hedges LLP/Sony (212.849.7100) 




