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Executive Summary
Consumer debt claim cases have been on the rise in Texas in recent years. In justice court, where the 
majority of consumer debt cases are filed, there was an 87% jump in new case filings from 2017 to 2021. 
Coinciding with that increase in case filings has been a persistent high level of default judgments. Default 
judgments, meaning judgments in favor of the plaintiff because the person sued does not answer the 
lawsuit or show up in court, accounted for 62% of all justice court debt claim judgments during the  
same five-year period. There are also higher odds of financially harmful debt judgments in Black and  
Latino communities.

To address this concerning trend, the Texas Judicial Council adopted two resolutions in 2020 directing 
the Texas Office of Court Administration to develop a model plain language post-service and pre-default 
judgment packet that could be sent to debt defendants by the court, with the goal of educating defendants 
about the court process and making it easier to answer the lawsuit. This study is designed to support 
implementation of those two resolutions. 

For this study, Texas Appleseed, with the input of state and national consumer law experts, developed 
a post-service letter packet, which could also be used as a pre-default judgment packet, to test with 
community members. The goal of the testing was to develop a model packet that could be further tested 
or implemented statewide. We pilot tested the packet to refine it and then translated it to Spanish and 
conducted broader testing, including in-depth interviews with 20 English-speaking participants and 10 
Spanish-speaking participants. During the broader testing phase, participants experienced a hypothetical 
consumer debt lawsuit. 

The study process mirrored the process a debt claim defendant would experience, first receiving 
a citation and petition and then receiving the post-service letter packet. It was used to assess the 
following two research questions:

1.	 Does the debt collection letter packet increase participants’ understanding of the debt  
collection lawsuit?

2.	 Are participants able to answer a debt collection lawsuit given a hypothetical scenario? 

In response to the first research question, we found that the debt collection letter packet: 

•	 assisted participants in more accurately identifying basic elements of the lawsuit;

•	 enabled participants to identify multiple legal resources to assist in navigating the lawsuit 
process; and

•	 helped participants feel more relieved and positive about the debt collection lawsuit process.

In response to the second research question, we found that participants:

•	 were able to complete the answer form to respond to the lawsuit; 

•	 felt more equipped to respond to the lawsuit; and

•	 indicated that they were more likely to respond to the lawsuit after receiving the debt collection 
letter packet.



2

The study interviews also pointed to areas to improve the letter packet. As a result of user feedback, we 
clarified the date of service, the distinction between the plaintiff and the plaintiff ’s attorney, that defenses 
could apply even if the debt or a portion of the debt was owed, and made the information about next 
steps in the lawsuit process more visible. The revised user-tested packet is included in this report.

Although the debt collection letter packet cannot replace access to legal counsel, the findings in this study 
show that the packet is a helpful tool for pro se debt collection defendants to assert their legal rights.

 Recommendations from the study include:

•	 statewide adoption of the letter packet in both English and Spanish; or

•	 a pilot with a court to further hone the letter packet and to assess impacts on defendant 
engagement in the court process. 

As part of a pilot or broader adoption, it is important to develop a process for producing and mailing the 
letter packet, and to provide supplemental online resources.
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Introduction
Texas has seen an increase in debt collection lawsuits, with a particular jump in the number of consumer 
debt cases filed in justice courts. In fiscal year 2021,1 debt claim cases made up 30% of the statewide civil 
docket.2 Debt claim case filings decreased in district and county courts, but increased by 12% in justice 
courts, reaching an all-time high of 314,120 cases.3 New case filings have consistently increased year to 
year through 2021. Over the past five years, from fiscal year 2017 to 2021, there was an 87% increase in 
the number of debt claim cases filed in justice courts. 

167,623 

314,120 

 -
2017 2021

Number of Debt Claim Case Filings in Texas Justice Courts
FY 2017 and FY 2021

87% Increase

350,000

300,000

250,000

200,000

150,000

100,000

50,000

Source: Texas Office of Court Administration, Annual Statistical Report for the Texas Judiciary, Fiscal Year 2017 and  
Fiscal Year 2021.

Coinciding with the surge in debt claim cases, there has been a consistent and growing problem with 
default judgments dominating case outcomes.4 From 2017 to 2021,5 default judgments in debt claim cases 
in Texas justice courts comprised 62% of all judgments. In addition, a recent analysis of debt claim cases 
in Harris County found that 92% of debt claim defendants in justice court were not represented  
by counsel.6 
1	Fiscal year in this study refers to the one-year period starting on September 1 and ending on August 31. For example, fiscal year 2021 includes data 

from September 1, 2020 to August 31, 2021.
2	Texas Office of Court Administration, Annual Statistical Report for the Texas Judiciary, Fiscal Year 2021, at 4 (2022).
3	Id. at i.
4	 A default judgment is a judgment in favor of the plaintiff — the party suing to collect the debt — because the person sued does not answer the 

lawsuit or show up in court.
5	 Years represent fiscal years, with each fiscal year starting on September 1 and ending on August 31 of the following year. For example, fiscal year 2017 

starts September 1, 2016 and ends on August 31, 2017.
6	Ann Baddour and Dr. Ellen Stone, Debt, Access to Justice, and Racial Equity: An Analysis of Consumer Debt Collection Lawsuits in Texas and Recommended 

Reforms, at 6 (April 2021).

https://www.txcourts.gov/media/1454127/fy-21-annual-statistical-report-final.pdf
https://www.texasappleseed.org/sites/default/files/Debt%20Access%20to%20Justice%20and%20Racial%20Equity%20Final.pdf
https://www.texasappleseed.org/sites/default/files/Debt%20Access%20to%20Justice%20and%20Racial%20Equity%20Final.pdf
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The high rate of default judgments coupled with low rates of representation for debt defendants is 
concerning. It is hard to build public confidence in a system where so many cases are decided without 
hearing from the defendant and where there is a strong imbalance of knowledge and experience with the 
legal process between the parties. In addition, the impacts of a debt claim judgment on a person’s finances 
can be severe, enabling broad powers on the part of the creditor to seize nonexempt funds in a bank 
account as well as nonexempt property.
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73,026 
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Default Judgments Agreed Judgments Trial or Hearing by Judge 
or Hearing O�cer

Trial by Jury All Other Dispositions

62% of Debt Collection Judgments in Justice Courts Were Default Judgments

Source: Texas Office of Court Administration, Court Reporting Directory System, ad hoc search for statewide debt claim 
data in justice courts for September 1, 2016-August 31, 2021, downloaded January 31, 2023.

Recent research also highlights racial disparities in debt claim lawsuit outcomes. A recent study of 
consumer debt claim case filings and judgments in Harris County justice courts found that census tracts 
with a higher proportion of Black and Latino residents faced more harmful case outcomes — with higher 
odds of judgments against debt defendants — compared to census tracts with a higher proportion of 
white residents.7

In response to many of these concerns, in 2020, the Texas Judicial Council adopted resolutions to 
improve access to justice in debt claim cases. This study is designed to support the implementation of two 
of the resolutions:8

•	 Civil Justice Resolution 2: The Texas Judicial Council to direct the Office of Court 
Administration to create a model plain language post-service letter packet that courts can use to 
send to debt claim defendants; and

•	 Civil Justice Resolution 4: The Texas Judicial Council to direct the Office of Court 
Administration to create a model plain language debt claim default judgment notice packet that 
courts can use to send to a debt claim defendant prior to issuing a default judgment in a debt 
claim case.

The results of this study offer a pathway to implement the Texas Judicial Council resolutions and improve 
access to justice in debt claim cases in Texas.

7	Id. at 14.
8	 See 2020 Texas Judicial Council Civil Justice Committee Recommendations number 2 and number 4, available at: https://www.txcourts.gov/

media/1449796/resolutions-approved-by-the-texas-judicial-council-september-24-2020_.pdf.

https://www.txcourts.gov/media/1449796/resolutions-approved-by-the-texas-judicial-council-september-24-2020_.pdf
https://www.txcourts.gov/media/1449796/resolutions-approved-by-the-texas-judicial-council-september-24-2020_.pdf
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Study Methodology and Data Collection
The purpose of this study was to develop and test a model plain language post-service letter packet that  
a court could send to consumer debt defendants. The end goal is to mitigate the problem of high rates  
of default judgments by increasing defendants’ understanding of a debt collection lawsuit and increasing 
their ability to submit an answer to the lawsuit and engage in the legal proceedings. We worked with state 
and national consumer law experts9 to develop a letter packet that could be sent by courts to debt claim 
defendants. The packet that was tested uses the justice court process, including answer deadlines, but it 
could be adjusted for other courts. The packet includes a letter with key information about the lawsuit,  
a sample answer form, and basic instructions on how to fill out and file an answer form with the court.  
In current court practices, there is no sample form included with the citation and petition served on 
a defendant.

After developing the packet, we user-tested it to answer the following two research questions:

1.	 Does the letter packet increase participants’ understanding of the debt collection lawsuit?

2.	 Are participants able to answer a debt collection lawsuit given a hypothetical scenario?

Methodology
We used a mixed-methods approach to answer the research questions. Six participants were recruited for 
the pilot study, and 30 participated in the main study. The pilot study was designed to test the clarity of 
our instruments and gain a sense of the time needed to complete the interviews. 

To recruit participants for the main study, we partnered with two community nonprofit organizations 
located in Austin, Texas: Financial Health Pathways and Family Eldercare. We recruited 14 participants 
from Financial Health Pathways and five from Family Eldercare. We also contacted individuals that 
previously had reached out to Texas Appleseed regarding consumer debt collection matters and 
successfully recruited two participants. The remaining nine participants were recruited through  
snowball sampling.10

Participants were given the option to report demographic information. All 30 participants in the 
main study answered the demographic questions. Participants were majority female (67%), and most 
participants were 26-45 years old (64%). Half of the participants identified as Latino or Hispanic, 
and 87% had a bachelor’s degree or higher.11 Participants largely fell within low- or moderate-income 
brackets, with 77% having annual incomes below $77,000 and 47% earning $51,000 or below. 

9	 For the purposes of this study, “we” refers to Texas Appleseed. We would like to thank Professors Mary Spector and Beth Thornburg of the Dedman 
School of Law at Southern Methodist University, Rich Tomlinson and Newton Tamayo of Lone Star Legal Aid, April Kuehnhoff and Carla Sanchez-
Adams of the National Consumer Law Center, Amy Clark of Texas RioGrande Legal Aid, Erika Rickard of Pew Charitable Trusts, and Elizabeth Gonzalez 
of Public Counsel, for their invaluable support and feedback in the development of the letter packet. We would like to thank Comal Collective for 
translating the letter packet.

10	Snowball sampling is a technique where participants refer researchers to other potential participants. We primarily used this technique to recruit the 
Spanish-speaking study participants.

11	We did 20 interviews in English and 10 interviews in Spanish.
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Participant Demographic Data

37%

50%

13%

Education/Degree Completed

Advanced Degree
Bachelor’s Degree
Some College

67%

33%

Language

English

Spanish

67%

33%

Gender

Female

Male

Race/Ethnicity

Asian

White
Latino or 
Hispanic

Black or African 
American

Other

7%

13%

50%

27%

3%

20%

27%30%

23%

Income

$32,000 or less

$51,001 - $77,000
$32,001 - $51,000

Over $77,000

44%

20%

20%

3%
13%

Age

26-35
36-45
46-55

56-65
66-75

In addition to the demographic questions, participants answered three questions about past experiences 
with debt collection, debt collection lawsuits, and their employment history with debt collection-related 
work to allow us to better understand experiences with debt collection.
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Participant Experiences with Debt Collection

40%

3%

57%

87%

6%
7%

87%

6%
7%

93%

7%

No
UnsureYes

No
UnsureYes

No
UnsureYes

Participants Previously 
Contacted by 

Someone Trying to 
Collect a Debt 

Participants Involved 
in Debt Collection, 

Consumer Rights, or 
Financial Industry

Participants 
Previously Sued 

for a Debt

After the initial demographic and background questions, participants engaged in a three-phase process 
to gauge their knowledge and understanding of the debt collection lawsuit process both before and 
after receiving the letter packet. Each participant received a $75 gift card to a local grocery store after 
completing the study. 

We analyzed qualitative and quantitative responses to the survey and interview forms developed for 
the study. The analysis focused on assessing the impacts of receiving the debt collection letter packet 
on participants’ understanding of the lawsuit process, assessing the ability of participants to fill out and 
submit the sample answer form provided in the packet, and highlighting areas where the letter packet 
could be improved.12

Data Collection
The study consisted of three phases:

I.	 Participants receive the citation and petition; 

II.	 Participants receive the debt collection letter packet; and 

III.	 Participants complete the answer form included in the letter packet. 

12	For a more detailed methodology, see Appendix C. 
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The phases in the study were designed to mirror what an actual debt claim lawsuit defendant might 
experience.

Participant 
Receives and 

Reviews 
Citation & 

Petition

Survey 
Questions

Administered
(pre-test)

Participant 
Receives and 

Reviews Letter 
Packet

Qualitative 
Discussion of 

Experience

Qualitative 
Discussion of 

Experience

Qualitative 
Discussion of 

Experience

Survey 
Questions

Administered
(post-test)

Participant Fills 
Out Answer Form

Phase I Phase II Phase III

Study Data Collection Process

After completing the demographic survey, participants entered Phase I of the study. They were given 
a citation and petition13 to review that mirror documents currently received by a debt claim lawsuit 
defendant, containing important information about the debt collection lawsuit.14 Once participants 
finished reviewing the documents, they completed a written survey and then engaged in a verbal 
discussion about their general understanding of the citation and petition.

In Phase II, participants were given the debt collection letter packet developed for this study, containing 
a letter summarizing important information about the lawsuit, a sample answer form, and instructions 
with basic information on how to fill out and submit the answer form. After reviewing the letter packet, 
participants were asked to complete the same written survey that they completed in Phase I to determine 
if there were changes in their understanding of the lawsuit. The Phase II survey included additional 
questions to gauge the likelihood of a participant to respond to the lawsuit after receiving the packet and 
their level of confidence in their ability to respond to the lawsuit. Participants then engaged in a verbal 
discussion about their general understanding of the letter packet. 

Finally, in Phase III, participants were asked to complete the sample answer form provided in the letter 
packet based on a detailed case scenario. Two common consumer debt scenarios were used: a credit 
card debt and an auto loan debt. Participants then engaged in an open discussion, which commonly 
included an explanation of their approach to completing the answer form, comments on their general 
understanding of the answer form, and how they would file the answer form with the court.15

Limitations of this study include having two interviewers16 and participants’ limited knowledge of their 
respective case scenarios, as the scenarios were hypothetical and participants had just a short period 
of time to familiarize themselves with the facts of the scenario. Participants were, on average, highly 
educated, which could impact their understanding of the study scenarios. Further, due to a small sample 
size (n=30), demographic information of participants is not proportional to the state of Texas.

13	The petition is from the person or business suing to collect a debt, and the citation is from the court where the lawsuit was filed. The citation and 
petition were provided to Spanish-speaking participants in English because the court does not provide those documents in Spanish.

14	As part of the study, we created a citation and petition based on real documents, but with fictional names, addresses, courts, and other  
specified information. 

15	To view all study documents and materials, see the Study Materials section located in Appendix E.
16	 Interviewers worked to ensure consistency across all interviews, but having two interviewers has the possibility of introducing some variability in how 

the interviews were conducted.
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Findings
Phase I: Participants Receive the Citation and Petition
In Phase I, participants received a mock debt collection lawsuit citation and petition to review. The 
citation and petition explain who is suing the defendant, as well as the amount and nature of the debt that 
the defendant purportedly owes the plaintiff. The citation also provides information about the specific 
court where the defendant is being sued and about the answer deadline. We gave participants unlimited 
time to review these two documents before proceeding to the written pre-test survey questions. Upon 
completing the written questions, the interviewer asked questions about the experience of receiving the 
citation and petition and to gauge general understanding of the two documents. 

After reviewing participants’ responses to the survey questions and the verbal discussion, we identified 
two main themes across participant answers: 

•	 Theme I: Participants understood some basic components of the lawsuit and the listed resources 
provided in the citation and petition; and 

•	 Theme II: Participants felt anxious, stressed, and concerned after receiving the citation and 
petition and were confused about how to proceed, including how to file an answer and when  
to respond.

Phase I: Main Themes Expressed by Participants

Phase I:

Citation & Petition

Participants felt 
anxious, stressed, and 

concerned after 
receiving the citation 
and petition and were 
confused about how 
to proceed, including 
how to �le an answer 
and when to respond.

Participants understood 
some basic components 
of the lawsuit and listed 

resources provided in the 
citation and petition. 
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Theme I: Participants Understood Some Basic Components of the Lawsuit and Listed Resources 
Provided in the Citation and Petition. 

After reviewing the citation and petition, participants were able to identify that they were being sued. 
“Well, it’s easy to understand that I’m getting sued,” said one participant. Participants were also able to 
correctly identify key information provided in the citation and petition, including the following: who is 
suing, who is being sued, how much they are being sued for, if the person or company suing has a lawyer, 
and why the lawsuit was filed.

When asked about who to contact for additional information regarding the lawsuit, participants listed 
resources they would utilize for questions or advice that largely mirrored the information available in 
the citation and petition. Nine out of the 30 participants, in their role as defendants, said they would 
contact the plaintiff ’s attorney and seven said they would contact an attorney without specification. Other 
common answers included contacting the court and referencing the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure. Few 
participants mentioned sources of additional information that were not explicitly included in the citation 
and petition.

53%

30%
27%

13%

Who could the person sued contact if they have any questions? 

Attorney Court Texas Rules of 
Civil Procedure

Other
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

N=30.  Total does not add up to 100% because participants could provide more than one answer.17

Theme II: Participants Felt Anxious, Stressed, and Concerned after Receiving the Citation and Petition 
and Were Confused About How to Proceed, Including How to File an Answer and When to Respond.

We asked participants about the emotions they experienced after receiving the citation and petition. 
Many expressed feelings of anxiety, stress, and concern. One participant felt the citation and petition 
“create[d] alarm” and “[gave] the impression that it’s past tense or almost as if it’s already completed 
and done and you have no recourse.” Another participant expressed feeling “intimidated,” and that 
“something [was] wrong,” while another felt “angry,” claiming they “might rip the paper and throw it 
away” because “[I] don’t understand.” 

Participants were aware that they needed to respond to the lawsuit, with 77% of participants saying they 
would file an answer when asked what they should do next; however, they expressed confusion regarding 
what it meant to file an answer. 

17	Other answers included: “I don’t know,” “The info. the plaintiff at the bottom,” and “Within 14 days.” Attorney answers included: “Plaintiff’s attorney” and 
“attorney.” Court answers included: “Court,” “Court clerk,” “Justice Court,” and “Travis County Justice Court, Precinct 6, Place 2.”
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77%

27%

17%
10%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

File an answer Hire an attorney Other N/A

Do you know what the person being sued should do next?

 N=30. Total does not add up to 100% because participants could provide more than one answer.18

Participants’ confusion was apparent through verbal expressions of frustration. “I don’t understand what 
it means to file an answer,” said one participant. Another participant asked, “Am I supposed to write 
something off…? I can’t really explain what I would do next.”

“I don’t understand what it means to �le an answer.” “
Confusion regarding the process to respond to the lawsuit was also evident in responses to a question 
about the deadline to file an answer. Eighty-seven percent understood they had to respond to the lawsuit 
within 14 days, and 63% indicated that they needed to respond based on the date of service.  
One participant stated that “it’s due by the end of the fourteenth day after the day you were served,”  
and another participant felt that “it states very clearly that you have to file an answer in 14 days.”  
While participants understood generally that they must file an answer within 14 days of the date of 
service, they were unclear about the actual date of service. No participants provided a correct date for the 
answer deadline, with some citing the date the petition was filed with the court as the start of the 14-day  
answer deadline. 

In summary, after receiving the citation and petition, participants experienced feelings of stress, 
anxiety, and overall concern about the debt collection lawsuit. They were unclear about the process of 
responding to the lawsuit and whether the answers they chose were the best course of action. 

18	Other answers included: “Contact advocacy group,” “Pay the debt,” “Show up to hearing,” and “Texas Rules of Civil Procedure,” and N/A answers 
included: “No,” “No answer,” and “Yes.”
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Phase II: Participants Receive the Debt Collection Letter Packet
After participants completed Phase I of the study, we transitioned into Phase II — reviewing the debt 
collection letter packet that was developed for this study. The packet included a letter from the court, a 
sample answer form, and instructions on how to fill out and submit the answer form:19

•	 The letter provided people being sued for a debt with an overview of the debt collection lawsuit 
process, important details about the lawsuit, and resources for legal assistance and information.

•	 The instructions provided participants with a set of basic steps explaining how to fill out an 
answer form and how to file the answer with the court.

•	 The sample answer form provided participants with a blank template of a written form to 
respond to the lawsuit, including a general denial of the debt and a list of common defenses.20 

Like Phase I of the study, we gave participants as much time as needed to review the letter packet before 
proceeding with the next round of survey questions. After participants completed their review of the 
letter packet, they answered the same written survey questions provided in Phase I.  By repeating the 
same questions, we were able to identify changes in participants’ understanding of the lawsuit process 
after receiving the letter packet. After completing the written survey, the interviewer asked verbal 
questions about their general understanding of the letter packet. 

After reviewing participants’ responses to the written post-survey and verbal questions, we identified two 
main themes: 

•	 Theme I: The debt collection letter packet information increased participants’ understanding of 
basic elements of the lawsuit and enabled participants to identify a greater range of resources to 
navigate the lawsuit process; and 

•	 Theme II:  Participants felt relieved and more positive after receiving the letter packet. 

19	See Appendix E for a copy of the form that was tested in this study. 
20	The list of defenses and pleas in this form was not exhaustive and was developed with feedback from consumer attorneys to create a form that was 

relatively simple and easy to use.
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Phase II: Main Themes Expressed by Participants

Phase II:

Debt Collection Letter Packet

The debt collection letter 
packet information increased 
participants’ understanding 

of basic elements of the 
lawsuit and enabled 

participants to identify a 
greater range of resources to 
navigate the lawsuit process.

Participants felt relieved and 
more positive after receiving 

the debt collection letter 
packet but expressed 

ongoing confusion about 
the date of service.

Theme I: The Debt Collection Letter Packet Information Increased Participants’ Understanding of 
Basic Elements of the Lawsuit and Enabled Participants to Identify a Greater Range of Resources to 
Navigate the Lawsuit Process.

After reviewing the letter packet, participants’ understanding of basic elements of the lawsuit increased, 
and they expressed awareness of a broader list of legal assistance information and resources they could 
access to answer questions about the debt collection lawsuit. The study found statistically significant 
changes in participant answers to the following questions after receiving the letter packet:21

•	 In what court was the lawsuit filed?

•	 Who could the person being sued contact if they had any questions? 

•	 How easy or difficult was it for you to answer these questions [the survey questions about  
the lawsuit]?22

21	See Appendix D for the analysis.
22	There was no statistically significant difference in participant answers before and after receiving the letter packet for the following questions: “Who is 

suing?”, “Who is being sued?”, “How much is this person being sued for?”, “Does the person/company have a lawyer?”, “Do you know why the lawsuit 
was filed?”, and “Do you know what the person being sued should do next?”. See Appendix D for more details.
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In what court was the lawsuit filed?

Participants were more likely to correctly identify the court where they had been sued after receiving the 
letter packet.23 Eleven of the study participants who did not correctly identify the court before receiving 
the letter packet were able to correctly identify the court after reviewing the packet. Seven participants 
did not correctly identify the court before or after receiving the letter packet, and 12 participants 
correctly identified the court in both phases of the study. This finding indicates participants were more 
likely to identify the correct court information based on the presentation in the letter packet as 
compared to the citation and petition. Prior to receiving the letter packet, 37% of participants correctly 
identified the full court name,24 compared to 77% of participants after receiving the letter packet. 

Participants were more likely to correctly identify the  
court where they had been sued after receiving the  
letter packet.

Who could the person being sued contact if they had any questions?

For this question, participants were able to independently list multiple answers. The study found a 
statistically significant increase in the number of participants who listed the court and available legal 
resources, such as legal aid, the State Bar lawyer referral service, and Texas Law Help, as sources of 
information to answer questions about the lawsuit.25 There was a statistically significant decrease in the 
number of participants who listed the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure as a resource after participants 
reviewed the letter packet compared to when they received the citation and petition.26

Participant answers appeared to be directly impacted by the specific resources listed in the materials that 
they were reviewing to answer the question. The citation included a specific reference to the Texas Rules 
of Civil Procedure, while that reference was not included in the letter packet. Conversely, the letter packet 
specifically listed available legal resources, such as legal aid, which were not included in the citation and 
petition. This finding supports inclusion of an array of resources in the information about the debt 
collection lawsuit that is shared with defendants so that they are aware of resources available to help 
navigate the lawsuit process.

How easy or difficult was it for you to answer these questions?

Participants indicated that it was easier to answer the survey questions, which covered important details 
about the debt collection lawsuit, after reviewing the letter packet. This increase in ease was statistically 
significant.27 Sixty percent of participants found it somewhat easy or very easy to answer the survey 
questions after reviewing just the citation and petition, compared to 80% of participants after reviewing 
the letter packet. Participants who took the survey and reviewed the letter packet in Spanish saw a 

23	 A McNemar chi-square test found a significant increase in participants listing the correct court information after receiving the packet, Χ2(1, N = 30) = 
9.1, p < .05.  

24	For this analysis, a correct answer was any participant answer that included “Justice Court, Precinct 6, Place 2.”
25	A McNemar chi-square test found a significant increase in participants who listed court (X2(1, N = 30) = 7.6, p <.05) and legal resources such as legal 

aid, the State Bar referral service and Texas Law Help after receiving the letter packet (X2(1, N = 30) = 6.1, p <.05). 
26	A McNemar chi-square test found a significant decrease in participants who listed the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure as a resource after receiving the 

letter packet, X2(1, N = 30) = 5.1, p < .05. 
27	A paired Wilcoxon signed rank test indicated that there was a statistically significant increase in how easy it was for participants to answer the 

questions after reviewing the letter packet, Mdncitation/petition = 4, Mdnlawsuitpacket = 4.5, V = 25, p < .05. 
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particularly large benefit from the letter packet, with 90% answering that it was somewhat or very easy to 
answer survey questions about the lawsuit after the letter packet compared to 30% after reviewing just the 
citation and petition. 

This finding highlights the overall benefit of the letter packet in improving participant 
understanding of the debt collection lawsuit process, as well as the particular importance of language 
access for the Spanish-dominant study participants. 

17%

23%

60%

10% 10%

80%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

Reviewing the Lawsuit Packet After the Citation and Petition Increased 
Ease of Answering Questions About the Debt Claim Lawsuit

Di�cult Neither Easy nor Di�cult Easy

Just Citation and Petition After Lawsuit Packet

N=30. “Difficult” includes very and somewhat difficult, and “Easy” includes very and somewhat easy.

Theme II: Participants Felt Relieved and More Positive After Receiving the Debt Collection Letter 
Packet but Expressed Ongoing Confusion About the Date of Service

Participants shared feelings of relief and positivity once they reviewed the letter packet. They expressed 
appreciation of the clear format of the letter packet and of the detailed information about the lawsuit 
and legal process included in the packet. One participant stated the letter packet was “so much more 
convenient” than solely receiving the citation and petition. 

The letter packet was “so much more convenient” 
than solely receiving the citation and petition. 

“
Another participant noted how helpful the bulleted sections of information were, highlighting that they 
“loved this type of formatting” because it made it “easier to break down” the content. After completing 
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the pre- and post-test survey questions, participants answered a new set of four scaled questions to gauge 
their feelings regarding the benefits of the letter packet.28 

Assessing Overall Benefits of the Letter Packet

After receiving the letter packet, 83% of the participants somewhat or strongly agreed that their 
understanding of the information in the citation and petition had improved. Eighty-three percent of 
the participants also felt that their overall understanding of the lawsuit improved after reading the debt 
collection letter packet. 
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My understanding of the Citation and 
Petition has improved after reading the 

Debt Collection Letter Packet. 
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Neither 
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Somewhat 
Agree

Strongly 
Agree

Neither 
Agree

nor Disagree

Somewhat 
Disagree

Somewhat 
Agree

Strongly 
Agree

My understanding of the lawsuit has 
increased after reading the Debt Collection 

Letter Packet. 

No participants selected "Strongly Disagree" for either of these two questions.

Two additional questions examined the impact of reviewing the debt collection letter packet on 
participant perception of their likelihood to respond to the lawsuit and their confidence related to the 
lawsuit process. Eighty-six percent of the participants either strongly agreed or somewhat agreed with the 
statement, “I am more likely to respond to the lawsuit after reading the debt collection letter packet.” 

28	Participants could choose one of five answers to the four supplemental survey questions: strongly agree, somewhat agree, neither agree nor disagree, 
somewhat disagree, and strongly disagree.
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53%
30%

17%

Strongly Agree

Somewhat Agree

Somewhat Disagree

Neither Agree Nor Disagree

Strongly Agree

Somewhat Agree

Somewhat Disagree

Neither Agree Nor Disagree

I am more likely to respond to 
the lawsuit  after reading the 
Debt Collection Letter Packet.

I feel con�dent in my ability to 
respond to the lawsuit after reading 

the Debt Collection Letter Packet.

53%33%

10%

3%

No participants selected "Strongly Disagree" for either of these two questions. Due to 
rounding, data may not add up to 100%.

When asked if receiving the letter packet increased confidence in their ability to respond to the lawsuit, 
83% somewhat agreed or strongly agreed that it did increase their confidence to respond.  

“I was overwhelmed with these documents [the citation 
and petition] at �rst” one participant stated, “but this [lawsuit] 

packet makes me feel better about what I need to do next.”

“
“I was overwhelmed with these documents [the citation and petition] at first” one participant stated, 
“but this [lawsuit] packet makes me feel better about what I need to do next.” Overall, participants felt 
their understanding of the citation and petition and the lawsuit process improved after reviewing the 
letter packet, as well as their likelihood to engage in the process and their confidence in their ability 
to engage. 

Ongoing Confusion About Date of Service 

While the letter packet increased participant confidence in their knowledge about the lawsuit and 
their ability to respond to the lawsuit, one crucial piece of information was still plaguing participants: 
understanding the specific deadline to file an answer with the court. Like the finding after receiving the 
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citation and petition, participants understood that they needed to file an answer within 14 days, but most 
were unable to identify the specific date of service to figure out the exact date the answer was due.

Twenty-four participants were able to correctly identify that they needed to file an answer within 14  
days before reviewing the letter packet and three more participants were able to correctly identify 
that they needed to file an answer within 14 days after reviewing the packet, a difference that was not 
statistically significant.29 Though participants understood that the person being sued should file an 
answer within 14 days, they were unable to correctly identify the specific date for filing an answer before 
or after reviewing the letter packet.

Though participants understood that the person being 
sued should file an answer within 14 days, they were 
unable to correctly identify the specific date for filing an 
answer before or after reviewing the letter packet.

No participant who provided a specific date for the answer deadline shared a date that was 14 days after 
the date of service. Similar to participant answers after receiving the citation and petition reported in 
Phase I of the study,30 the participants who listed a date in Phase II of the study listed a date that was not 
correct and reflected a misunderstanding of the specific date of service.

Continued confusion regarding the actual date of service points to needed changes in the letter 
packet to clarify the date of service and ensure debt defendants understand the specific date by which 
the answer form must be filed. 

Phase III: Participants Complete the Answer Form Included in the  
Letter Packet
In the final phase of the study, participants were asked to role-play as the defendant in the lawsuit. 
Participants filled out the sample answer form that was included with the letter packet and then discussed 
their experience filling out the form. To avoid bias in this segment of the study, participants were 
randomly provided with one of two common debt claim case scenarios, a credit card debt and an auto 
loan deficiency.31  Half of the participants were provided with background information and documents 
for a credit card scenario and half for an auto loan scenario. We did not specifically test differences in 
responses based on scenario. 

Based on the analysis of discussions with participants about their experience filling out the form, two 
themes emerged:

•	 Theme 1: Participants were able to fill out the answer form but expressed some confusion 
regarding the applicability of the defenses to their debt scenario.

•	 Theme 2: After filling out the answer form, participants expressed relief, but they still had 
questions about next steps in the court process. 

29	A McNemar chi-square test found no significant difference in the number of participants answering “within 14 days” to file an answer after reviewing 
the letter packet, X2(1, N = 30) = 0, p = 1. 

30	See the discussion in Phase I under Theme II.
31	See Appendix E for the case scenarios. 
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Phase III: Main Themes Expressed by Participants

Phase III: Main Themes Expressed by Participants

Phase III:

Participants Complete Answer Form

Participants were able to �ll out 
the answer form but expressed 
some confusion regarding the 
applicability of the defenses to 

their debt scenario.

After �lling out the
answer form, participants 
expressed relief but still 

had questions about next 
steps in the court process. 

Theme I: Participants Were Able To Fill Out The Answer Form But Expressed Some Confusion 
Regarding The Applicability Of The Defenses To Their Debt Scenario.

Most participants were able to correctly identify and include specific lawsuit information necessary to 
complete case information required for the answer form, including:

•	 cause number;

•	 plaintiff;

•	 defendant;

•	 precinct number;

•	 place number; and

•	 county.

Among those who did not correctly identify the plaintiff, there were two common errors that stand out in 
the data as the areas of most confusion: 

1. 	 participants confused plaintiff and defendant; and

2. 	 participants identified the plaintiff ’s attorney as the plaintiff. 



20

Participant Answers for Key Fields of the Answer Form

3%

93%

3%

Cause Number

23%

Plainti�

3%

7%

87%

3%

Defendant

97%

3%

Precinct Number

93%

7%

Place Number County Name

77%

Incorrect
Correct

Other
Blank

Incorrect
Correct

Other
Blank

Incorrect
Correct

Other
Blank

Incorrect
Correct

Other
Blank

Incorrect
Correct

Other
Blank

Incorrect
Correct

Other
Blank

3%
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20%

Due to rounding, data may not add up to 100%

The six participants who were confused about the correct county name included a variety of answers. 
Three, who listed Harris County, confused the debt collection lawsuit scenario information about their 
county of residence with the county in which the lawsuit was filed. Two listed Austin as the county name 
and one listed the address of the court. 

All participants filled out the general denial, and 80% selected defenses from the list of defenses included 
in the form. Six participants did not select any defenses in the list on the form. When asked about their 
reasons for not selecting defenses, participant responses included:

•	 none of the defenses applied to their case; 

•	 concerns that selecting an “incorrect” defense would limit future options for recourse; 

•	 hesitancy to select a defense due to not having enough information about the history of the  
debt; and

•	 a feeling that it would be wrong or unethical to select a defense if they had incurred the 
underlying debt.
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The case scenarios were set up for at least one of the defenses listed to be applicable. The finding that 
several participants were cautious about asserting their legal rights due to confusion about the 
applicability of certain legal defenses is indicative of the limitations of a pro se defense. The answer 
form was created to make it easier for individuals to answer the lawsuit and assert rights but cannot 
replace the expert assistance of legal counsel. 

Theme II: After Filling Out the Form, Participants Expressed Relief, But Still Had Questions About Next 
Steps in the Court Process.

After participants completed the answer form, most felt a sense of relief, with one participant saying  
they felt “a lot less anxious, reserved, and more optimistic moving forward.” Some participants still 
expressed ongoing feelings of nervousness about being sued and about the next steps in the court process 
after completing and filing the answer form.  One participant shared, “I feel a sense of relief that it’s 
done…but I’m still nervous because I’m not sure if I filled it out correctly and I don’t know what’s going 
to happen next.”

“ “I feel a sense of relief that it’s done…but I’m still nervous 
because I’m not sure if I �lled it out correctly and I don’t 

know what’s going to happen next.” 

Overall, after receiving the letter packet, participants felt more equipped to file an answer to the lawsuit. 
However, they expressed concerns regarding next steps in the court process after the answer form was 
submitted. The sense of relief coupled with nervousness about next steps in the process again reflects 
limitations in pro se representation, but it also suggests that the debt collection letter packet could 
be improved by further highlighting information in the packet about what to expect after submitting 
the answer form.
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Conclusion and Recommendations
This study was designed to answer two research questions to assess a post-service debt collection letter 
packet to improve access to justice for pro se debt claim defendants. The study centered around two 
research questions:

1.	 Does the debt collection letter packet increase participants’ understanding of the debt  
collection lawsuit?

2.	 Are participants able to answer a debt collection lawsuit given a hypothetical scenario?

Based on the study findings, the letter packet increased participant understanding of the debt collection 
lawsuit. Participants were also able to fill out the answer form included in the letter packet to respond to a 
hypothetical debt collection lawsuit scenario. 

Research Question 1: Does the debt collection letter packet increase 
participants’ understanding of the debt collection lawsuit?
After reviewing the letter packet, study participants had a better understanding of the debt collection 
lawsuit. The study found statistically significant changes in the number of study participants who were 
able to identify key information related to the lawsuit and in their perceived ease of answering the pre- 
and post-letter packet survey questions:

•	 More participants were able to identify the correct court where the lawsuit was filed;

•	 Participants identified an expanded list of resources to help pro se defendants; 

•	 Participants found it easier to answer questions about the lawsuit after reviewing the letter 
packet; and

•	 Spanish-speaking participants experienced a particular increase in ease of understanding the 
lawsuit after reading the letter packet in Spanish, from 30% finding it easy or very easy to 90%, 
highlighting the positive impacts of language access.

Participants also expressed feelings of relief after receiving the debt collection letter packet and 
communicated more positive feedback in the interviews that followed the survey. After receiving the 
letter packet, more than 80% of the study participants indicated their understanding of the lawsuit 
process had improved, that they were more likely to respond to the lawsuit, and that they had a greater 
level of confidence in their ability to respond. 

Research Question 2: Are participants able to answer a debt collection 
lawsuit given a hypothetical scenario?
Study participants were able to fill out the sample answer form that was included as part of the debt 
collection letter packet: 

•	 For each of the key fields in the answer form, at least 77% of participants were able to correctly 
fill them out, including the cause number, plaintiff, defendant, and court information;

•	 All participants completed the general denial; and

•	 80% selected at least one defense among those provided on the form.
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After filling out the answer form, participants again shared feelings of relief.

Debt Collection Letter Packet Improvements Based on Study Findings
Results from the study also highlighted areas where the debt collection letter packet could be improved to 
address participant confusion and ongoing questions:

•	 Both before and after receiving the letter packet, participants expressed confusion when trying to 
identify the date of service to calculate the answer deadline, pointing to an area where the packet 
should be clarified.

•	 Some participants had difficulty distinguishing the plaintiff and the plaintiff ’s attorney;

•	 Participants appeared to benefit from expanding the list of legal resources included in the 
letter packet. 

•	 Participants expressed a need for further guidance regarding the applicability of defenses, 
including whether or not defenses applied if the underlying debt was valid and the 
appropriateness of selecting more than one defense.

•	 Though the letter packet included a description of next steps after filing the answer, participants 
still expressed uncertainty about what would happen.

The research team updated the letter packet to address these issues, including defining the date of service, 
clarifying the identities of the plaintiff and plaintiff ’s attorney, and providing more information about 
the applicability of defenses.32 We also made edits to correct a few instances of incorrect wording and 
grammar in the Spanish version of the letter packet, as well as added a legal resource already listed on the 
citation to provide debt defendants with an additional resource to reference for assistance with the debt 
collection lawsuit process.

Recommendations 
The debt collection letter packet tested in this study provided participants with a plain language 
explanation of the debt collection lawsuit process that improved their understanding of the legal process 
and their stated likelihood of engaging in the legal process. The letter packet does not replace the benefits 
of having experienced legal representation, but it provided participants helpful information to navigate a 
hypothetical debt collection lawsuit. 

Based on the findings of the study, Texas Appleseed recommends that the letter packet created 
through this study be used as a template to support implementation of the 2020 Texas Judicial Council 
Resolutions 2 and 4 that direct the Office of Court Administration to develop a “post-service letter packet 
that courts can use to send to debt claim defendants” and a “debt claim default judgment notice packet 
that courts can use to send to a debt claim defendant prior to issuing a default judgment in a debt claim 
case.”33 The packet was developed as a post-service packet, but it could be adjusted to also meet the 
resolution of creating a default judgment notice packet.

32	See Appendix A and Appendix B for the final edited versions of the letter packet and for a tracked change version showing the changes made.
33	Supra, note 6.
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Implementation of the results of the study could include:

•	 conducting a pilot study of the debt collection lawsuit packet, including both English and 
Spanish versions of the packet, with current debt collection defendants to further improve the 
packet and assess impacts of the lawsuit packet on engagement levels in the debt claim court 
process for pro se defendants; or

•	 adopting the debt collection lawsuit packet that was developed through this study, in English and 
in Spanish, for statewide distribution by courts to assist and empower defendants to respond to a 
debt collection lawsuit.

As part of a pilot or broader adoption, it is also important to develop a process to support 
implementation by a court. Important components of the process include addressing necessary logistics 
associated with printing and mailing the letter packet and establishing the timing of mailing the letter 
packet to ensure it is received in advance of the lawsuit answer deadline34 and in advance of a default 
judgment.

To complement the letter packet it would be beneficial to create online supplemental information and 
tools, available at court websites and other trusted websites. The supplemental resources could provide 
additional plain language information for pro se litigants about the legal process, defenses, a guided tool 
to fill out the answer form online, and more details on what to expect once an answer is filed.35 

Based on the findings of this study, a user-friendly, language-accessible debt collection letter packet 
should help Texans to be better educated on the debt collection lawsuit process and have a greater 
opportunity to engage more effectively in the legal process. 

34	The State of New York has a similar process, as described in statute, NY CPLR § 306-D (2022). Under New York law, the plaintiff, when filing proof of 
service with the court, must submit a stamped, unsealed envelope addressed to the defendant that includes the required post-service letter in both 
English and Spanish.

35	Helpful resources already exist, including debt collection resources at TexasLawHelp.org, a debt collection toolkit developed by Texas Appleseed at 
mydebtcollectionrights.org, and a consumer debt tool developed by Lone Star legal aid, at https://www.lonestarlegal.org/resource/consumer-debt-
tool-a2j/. Elements of these resources could be honed and tailored to complement the letter packet.

https://law.justia.com/codes/new-york/2022/cvp/article-3/306-d/
https://texaslawhelp.org/article/debt-collection
https://www.mydebtcollectionrights.org/
https://www.lonestarlegal.org/resource/consumer-debt-tool-a2j/
https://www.lonestarlegal.org/resource/consumer-debt-tool-a2j/
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APPENDIX A – Debt Collection Letter  
Packet: Final Version

Final Debt Collection Letter Packet, English
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Final Debt Collection Letter Packet, Spanish
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Debt Collection Letter Packet Initial Version With Tracked 
Changes, English

APPENDIX B - Debt Collection Letter Packet: 
Improvements Based on Study Findings
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Debt Collection Letter Packet Initial Version With Tracked 
Changes, Spanish
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APPENDIX C – Study Methodology 
Texas Appleseed developed a debt collection letter packet36 in English and Spanish that includes a letter, 
an answer form, and instructions on how to fill out the answer form. These materials were developed 
with input from state and national experts with experience in consumer debt collection litigation and 
legal services to low-income communities. We used a mixed-methods approach of qualitative interviews 
and quantitative surveys to address the problem of this study, fulfill the purpose, and answer the 
following research questions:

•	 Research Question 1: Does the debt collection letter packet increase participants’ understanding 
of the debt collection lawsuit?

•	 Research Question 2: Are participants able to answer a debt collection lawsuit given a 
hypothetical scenario?

We tested the research questions by conducting a three phase semi-structured interview with 30 study 
participants. For Phase I, we tested participants’ understanding of the lawsuit after receiving a citation 
and petition, based on documents that are currently served on debt claim defendants. For Phase II, we 
tested participants’ understanding of the lawsuit after reviewing the proposed debt collection letter packet 
designed by Texas Appleseed. For Phase III, we instructed participants to write a written response to the 
lawsuit using the answer form included in the letter packet.

Prior to conducting the main study, we tested the structure, questions, and approach to the semi-
structured interviews by conducting a pilot study with six non-attorneys recruited from Texas Appleseed 
staff and staff of partner organizations. We then adjusted the semi-structured interview design and began 
conducting the main study.

Setting and Instrumentation
Setting

All interviews were conducted in the State of Texas and ranged between 45 and 90 minutes. Twenty-one 
interviews were conducted in person and nine were conducted via Zoom. Two interviewers conducted 
the study. Participants signed a consent form to participate in the study and received a $75 HEB gift card 
for their participation.

Instrumentation

We developed written survey questions and verbal interview questions. Interviews were conducted in 
three phases: review of the citation and petition, review of the debt collection letter packet, and filling out 
the answer form that was provided as part of the letter packet.

Phase I: Participants Receive the Citation and Petition

Participants were asked to review the citation and petition. We used two versions of these two documents 
— 50% of participants were given scenario 1, and 50% were given scenario 2. After review, we asked 
participants to fill out a written survey and answer verbal questions.

36 Copies of the test debt collection letter packet can be found in Appendix E.
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Phase II: Participants Receive the Debt Collection Letter Packet

Participants were asked to review the debt collection letter packet. They were then asked to fill out the 
written survey which included the same questions as Phase I to be used for a comparative analysis and 
address Research Question 1. The written survey also included questions specific to the debt collection 
letter packet to assess its efficacy and need for improvements. We then asked verbal questions to better 
gauge participant understanding of the lawsuit process.

Phase III: Participants Complete the Answer Form Included in the Letter Packet

In the last phase, participants were asked to fill out the answer form to address Research Question 2. 
Interviewers then asked participants final questions before wrapping up the interview.

Data Collection
Pilot Study

Texas Appleseed first tested study instruments by conducting a pilot study with six volunteer participants. 
We tested the logistics of the study including timing, question wording, and delivery by the interviewer.

Adjustments

We used feedback from participants in the pilot study to make adjustments to the written survey and 
verbal interview. 

Adjustments made to the demographic and debt collection survey included:

•	 Added a question to collect income data

•	 Expanded a question about participants’ work experiences in the areas of debt collection, 
consumer rights, banking, and the financial industry. 

Adjustments made to the written survey questions included:

•	 Made minor language edits for clarity

•	 Condensed written questions

•	 Removed leading questions

Adjustments made to the verbal survey questions included:

•	 Added verbal questions to gauge participants’ understanding of specific legal terms

•	 Added follow-up questions 

•	 Removed leading questions

•	 Shortened the conversation following filling out the answer form

Main Study

After implementing these adjustments, we finalized the study instruments and prepared to conduct the 
main study.
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Participant Recruitment

We partnered with two community nonprofit organizations located in Texas, Financial Health Pathways 
(FHP) and Family Eldercare (FE). We recruited fourteen participants from FHP and five from FE. We 
contacted individuals that previously reached out to Texas Appleseed for information regarding debt 
collection matters and successfully recruited two participants. The remaining nine participants were 
recruited through snowball sampling.

Demographics

Participants were asked to fill out a demographic questionnaire at the beginning of the interview. 
They were informed that this was optional. All participants answered, and results of the demographic 
questionnaire are summarized in the following tables.

Participant Demographics

Race

Asian 6.7%

Black/African American 13.3%

Hispanic 50%

White 26.7%

White and Other 3.3%

Gender Identity

Female 67%

Male 33%

Age

26-35 43.3%

36-45 20%

46-55 20%

56-65 3.3%

66-75 13.3%
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Language Preference

English 68%

Spanish 32%

Highest Level of Education

Some College 13.3%

Bachelor’s Degree 50%

 Advanced Degree 36.7%

Income

$32,000 or less 20%

$32,001 – $51,000 26.7%

$51,001 – $77,000 30%

Over $77,000 23.3%

Qualitative Analysis
Interview Analysis

We used NVivo to conduct a thematic analysis of all verbal interviews in three steps. First, we open-
coded the data, assigning a code to all text. Second, we nested the data under four categories: codes 
related to the citation and petition, codes related to the letter packet, codes related to the answer form, 
and packet feedback. Finally, we grouped codes under each category to determine themes that emerged 
from the data.

 Quantitative Analysis
 Survey Analysis

Pre-post Letter Packet Comparisons

In order to determine whether individuals had different responses after having reviewed the letter packet, 
a series of McNemar chi-square tests were conducted. McNemar chi-square tests were used because the 
study was a within-subjects design using frequencies. Responses to each question were coded for whether 
or not they were correct. For example, in response to the question “In what court was the lawsuit filed?”, 
we coded whether participants responded with the full and correct court information. 
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 Scaled Questions

In order to determine whether there was a difference in Likert-scaled responses after reviewing the letter 
packet, paired Wilcoxon signed rank tests were conducted for the following: 

1.	 It is important for this person sued to respond to this lawsuit.

2.	 How easy or difficult was it for you to answer these questions?

Paired Wilcoxon signed rank tests determine whether medians of paired samples (i.e., individuals before 
and after a treatment) differ. All analyses were conducted in R or Excel.
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APPENDIX D – Data Analysis Detail
The following analysis provides the breakdown of responses before and after reviewing the letter packet. 
A series of McNemar chi-square tests were conducted in order to determine whether there were any 
significant changes in responses after reviewing the letter packet. There was no significant difference in 
responses after reviewing the letter packet for the following questions: 

1.	 Who is suing, X2(1, N = 30) = 0.5, p = .48,

2.	 Who is being sued, X2(1, N = 30) = 0, p = 1,

3.	 How much is this person being sued for, X2(1, N = 30) = 0, p = 1,

4.	 Does the person/company suing have a lawyer, X2(1, N = 30) = 1.3, p = 2.5,

5.	 Do you know why the lawsuit was filed, X2(1, N = 30) = 0, p = 1,

6.	 Do you know what the person being sued should do next: (a) file an answer, X2(1, N = 30) = 0, p 
= 1, (b) hire an attorney, X2(1, N = 30) = 0, p = 1, or (c) seek help, X2(1, N = 30) = 0.5, p = .48,

7.	 When does the person being sued need to file an answer with the court: (a) within fourteen days, 
X2(1, N = 30) = 0, p = 1, or (b) the specific date, X2(1, N = 30) = 0.8, p = .39,

8.	 Who could the person being sued contact if they had questions: (a) an attorney, X2(1, N = 30) = 
1.1, p = .29, or (b) the plaintiff ’s attorney, X2(1, N = 30) = 2.5, p = .11.
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APPENDIX E – Study Materials
Survey Packet - English
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Survey Packet – Spanish
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 Case Scenario 1 – English
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Case Scenario 1 – Spanish
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Case Scenario 2 – English 
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Case Scenario 2 - Spanish
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Citation – Scenario 1
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Petition – Scenario 1
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Citation – Scenario 2
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Petition – Scenario 2
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Debt Collection Letter Packet – Scenario 1, English
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Debt Collection Letter Packet – Scenario 1, Spanish
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Debt Collection Letter Packet – Scenario 2, English
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 Debt Collection Letter Packet – Scenario 2, Spanish
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