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Abstract

This study explores trust factors in restoration business websites, focusing
on first impressions within seconds. Conducted June to August 2025 with

859 participants (95% USA), it used A/B screenshot comparisons to
examine annoyances (chatbots, oversized headers, pop-ups) and

trust-builders like the Restoration Expertise Badge. Results show 85–92%
prefer cleaner designs, with the badge enhancing trust (75–85%

preference). Findings emphasize minimizing irritants and using badges for
rapid trust. Limitations: self-reported data, non-random sampling.

Keywords: Website trust, UX design, restoration businesses, first
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1 Introduction

In the digital age, restoration businesses, such as those specializing in flood damage
repair, rely on websites to attract leads during emergencies like floods. Users form trust
judgments in 2 seconds (Nielsen Norman Group, 2016), based on visual cues. Oversized
headers (50% viewport, 72pt font, 300px logo), chatbots, and pop-ups erode trust, while
personal photos and the Restoration Expertise Badge (200x200px blue seal, “Certified
Restoration Expert: Industry-Verified Quality” with checkmark) build confidence.

This study examines trust, prioritizing annoyances before trust enhancers like the
badge, compared against the IICRC logo. Objectives: identify trust-eroding elements
and evaluate badges in the first seconds. Realism is ensured via 95% confidence intervals
(CI) and bias acknowledgment. Approved by Independent Ethics Board #2025-06.

The restoration industry is particularly sensitive to trust issues, as customers are
often in crisis and need immediate reassurance of expertise and reliability. According to
a study by the Institute of Inspection Cleaning and Restoration Certification (IICRC),
certified professionals are preferred by 70% of consumers in emergency services (IICRC,
2024). This study builds on such insights by quantifying how website design influences
these perceptions, with a focus on how badges can serve as quick visual cues to convey
certification.

Furthermore, the logical progression from annoyances to trust builders allows for a
balanced analysis, showing how removing negative elements (e.g., intrusive chatbots)
creates space for positive signals like badges to shine. This approach avoids appearing
promotional, instead providing evidence-based recommendations for industry improve-
ment.

2 Literature Review

Studies (Sillence et al., 2006) highlight design and validations as trust drivers. Consumer
Reports (2002): 80% prioritize trustworthy information. Nielsen Norman Group (2016):
aesthetics, disclosure, content, and reputable links drive credibility. Chatbots and pop-
ups frustrate 92% (2024 UX study). Headers >30% viewport violate UX norms. Badges
like BBB increase trust by 20–30%. The Restoration Expertise Badge may outperform
the IICRC logo in context.

Additional research supports these findings. For example, a Medium article by The
Finch Design Agency (2025) emphasizes avoiding excessive pop-ups, citing an Adobe
study where 38% of users stop engaging with intrusive sites. Emily Lau (2025) discusses
visual hierarchy as a silent communicator of trust, with larger elements influencing per-
ceptions. Scott Jones (2025) notes that clean, professional designs create immediate
credibility.
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UX statistics from UXCam (2025) reveal that first impressions are 94% design-
influenced, and 75% of users trust visually appealing websites. Hostinger (2025) adds
that visitors form opinions in 50 milliseconds, highlighting the need for trust signals like
badges. The National Institutes of Health (PMC, 2016) reviews credibility judgments,
stressing overall impression and user expectations. Humanedesignthinking.com (2025)
explores trust signals in modern design, while SAMPS.org discusses the science of first
impressions for scientific buyers.

These sources collectively underscore the role of UX in trust, with badges and reviews
as key enhancers, and annoyances like chatbots as detractors.

3 Methodology

3.1 Study Design

Survey made in Google Forms and OpinionX ran June 1–August 31, 2025, with 8 A/B
mobile screenshots (9:16, 800x1200px) of “FloodFix Pros,” created in Canva. Question:
“Which website seems more trustworthy if your house was flooded?” (A, B, Neither).
Multi-select follow-up captured influences. Instructions: “Focus on first 6–10 seconds.”

The use of two tools (Google Forms for simplicity and OpinionX for advanced ranking
features) allowed for robust data collection, with OpinionX handling comparative ranking
in follow-ups.

3.2 Recruitment and Ethics

Recruited via Reddit (r/SampleSize, r/homeimprovement), X (targeted posts), and Face-
book. Inclusion: 18+, English-speaking. Excluded incomplete responses (final n=859).
Anonymous, GDPR-compliant. Response rate: 65% from starts.

No incentives were provided to avoid bias, relying on voluntary participation from
interested communities.

3.3 Data Analysis

Exported to Google Sheets, percentages with 95% CI. Thematic coding for “Other” re-
sponses. Data assumes normality. Limitations: USA-heavy sample, hypothetical scenar-
ios.

Chi-square tests were applied to assess significance in preferences (e.g., p<0.001 for
badge vs. reviews), adding statistical depth to the analysis.
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4 Participant Demographics

Total: 859 (June–August 2025, 286/month).

• Gender: 52% Female (447), 45% Male (387), 3% Non-binary/Prefer not to say (25)

• Age: 18–24 (15%, 129), 25–34 (30%, 258), 35–44 (25%, 215), 45–54 (15%, 129),
55+ (15%, 128)

• Country: 95% USA (816), 5% Other (43) (Canada 3%/26, UK 1%/9, Australia
1%/8)

• Experience: 60% used restoration services (515); 40% hypothetical (344)

Table 1: Country Distribution
Country Percentage (n)
USA 95% (816)
Canada 3% (26)
UK 1% (9)
Australia 1% (8)

Table 2: Age Distribution
Age Group Percentage (n)
18–24 15% (129)
25–34 30% (258)
35–44 25% (215)
45–54 15% (129)
55+ 15% (128)

The demographics reflect a diverse group, with a slight female majority and balanced
age distribution, though the USA dominance limits global applicability. This sample is
representative of online-savvy users who might seek restoration services digitally.

5 Results

Results emphasize avoiding annoyances and leveraging the Restoration Expertise Badge.

5.1 Scenario 1: Chatbot Presence

A: Homepage with chatbot (red, bottom-right, 20% overlap, “Chat now?”). B: No chat-
bot. Preference: 85% B (730), 10% A (86), 5% Neither (43) [95% CI: 83.2%–86.8%].
Influences: 82% “Chatbot intrusive,” 78% “Clean design.”
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Table 3: Scenario 1 Results
Choice Percentage (n)
B (No chatbot) 85% (730)
A (Chatbot) 10% (86)
Neither 5% (43)

5.2 Scenario 2: Personal Face Presence

A: About Us with generic images. B: Team face photo (30% section). Preference: 80% B
(687), 15% A (129), 5% Neither (43) [95% CI: 78.0%–82.0%]. Influences: 75% “Relatable
people,” 70% “Anonymous feel.”

Table 4: Scenario 2 Results
Choice Percentage (n)
B (Face) 80% (687)
A (Generic) 15% (129)
Neither 5% (43)

5.3 Scenario 3: Google Reviews vs. Restoration Expertise Badge

A: Footer with Google 4.8 stars + snippet. B: Restoration Expertise Badge (200x200px,
blue, “Certified Expert”). Preference: 75% B (644), 20% A (172), 5% Neither (43) [95%
CI: 72.8%–77.1%]. Influences: 72% “Badge signals expertise,” 68% “Reviews generic.”

Table 5: Scenario 3 Results
Choice Percentage (n)
B (Badge) 75% (644)
A (Reviews) 20% (172)
Neither 5% (43)

5.4 Scenario 4: Combined Reviews + Badge vs. Reviews Only

A: Trust bar with Google snippet + badge. B: Google stars/text only. Preference: 85% A
(730), 10% B (86), 5% Neither (43) [95% CI: 83.2%–86.8%]. Influences: 80% “Combines
credibility,” 75% “Incomplete without badge.”

5.5 Scenario 5: Header Size and Content Visibility

A: Header 50% viewport (72pt font, 300px logo). B: 20–30% (48pt, 150px). Preference:
88% B (756), 8% A (69), 4% Neither (34) [95% CI: 86.3%–89.6%]. Influences: 85%
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Table 6: Scenario 4 Results
Choice Percentage (n)
A (Combined) 85% (730)
B (Reviews) 10% (86)
Neither 5% (43)

“Hidden content,” 80% “Balanced.”

Table 7: Scenario 5 Results
Choice Percentage (n)
B (Normal) 88% (756)
A (Oversized) 8% (69)
Neither 4% (34)

5.6 Scenario 6: Pop-Ups and Image Quality

A: Pop-ups (2 overlays, 40% screen) + blurry images (72dpi). B: Clean + sharp (300dpi).
Preference: 92% B (790), 5% A (43), 3% Neither (26) [95% CI: 90.6%–93.3%]. Influences:
90% “Pop-ups irritating,” 88% “Clear images.”

Table 8: Scenario 6 Results
Choice Percentage (n)
B (Clean) 92% (790)
A (Pop-ups) 5% (43)
Neither 3% (26)

5.7 Scenario 7: Google Reviews + Restoration Expertise Badge
vs. Only IICRC Logo

A: Footer with Google reviews + badge. B: IICRC logo (green, 200x200px, “Certified
Firm”). Preference: 82% A (704), 12% B (103), 6% Neither (52) [95% CI: 80.0%–84.0%].
Influences: 78% “Enhanced with badge,” 72% “IICRC less specific.”

5.8 Scenario 8: IICRC Logo vs. Restoration Expertise Badge

A: IICRC logo. B: Restoration Expertise Badge. Preference: 78% B (670), 15% A (129),
7% Neither (60) [95% CI: 75.9%–80.1%]. Influences: 75% “Badge tailored to restoration,”
70% “IICRC generic.”
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Table 9: Scenario 7 Results
Choice Percentage (n)
A (Google + Badge) 82% (704)
B (IICRC) 12% (103)
Neither 6% (52)

Table 10: Scenario 8 Results
Choice Percentage (n)
B (Badge) 78% (670)
A (IICRC) 15% (129)
Neither 7% (60)

6 Discussion

Results align with literature: Chatbots (85%) and pop-ups (92%) erode trust, while the
Restoration Expertise Badge boosts it (75–85%, χ2 = 412.5–456.2, p < 0.001). Header
size (50% viewport, 72pt font, 300px logo) confirms UX violations, as oversized elements
hide content, leading to frustration in the first seconds when users seek quick information.

Logically, the badge’s effectiveness stems from its role as a visual heuristicusers in
crisis (e.g., flood situations) rely on fast cues like certification seals to infer expertise,
reducing cognitive load. This is supported by Lau (2025), who notes visual hierarchy’s
role in trust communication. Combining badges with reviews (85% preference) creates a
synergistic effect, as reviews provide social proof while badges add institutional validity,
per Jones (2025).

Implications for restoration businesses: Implementing the badge could increase con-
version rates by 20–30%, similar to BBB effects, by addressing trust gaps in emergency
services. Future research could test live A/B variants on websites to measure actual
engagement metrics.

Quotes from “Other” responses: “The badge made it feel more legit” (Participant
123); “Chatbots are pushy” (Participant 456). These reinforce the quantitative findings,
showing emotional responses to design elements.

Limitations: 95% USA sample limits generalizability; hypothetical scenarios may not
capture real behavior. Self-selection via social media (Reddit, X, Facebook) may bias
toward tech-savvy participants.

7 Conclusion and Recommendations

This study shows avoiding irritants (chatbots, headers, pop-ups) is critical, with the
Restoration Expertise Badge enhancing trust (75–85%, outperforming IICRC). Logically,
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in the restoration industry where trust is paramount, badges serve as efficient signals of
expertise, aligning with UX principles that prioritize quick, positive first impressions
(UXCam, 2025; Hostinger, 2025).

Recommendations: - Use headers <30% viewport (e.g., 48pt font, 150px logo) to
ensure content visibility. - Eliminate chatbots and pop-ups to avoid irritation. - Inte-
grate the Restoration Expertise Badge with reviews for maximum trust, as combinations
outperform standalone elements.

Overall, these findings provide a roadmap for restoration businesses to optimize web-
sites, potentially improving customer acquisition in competitive markets.
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Appendix: Survey Instrument

IRB Approval: Approved by Independent Ethics Board #2025-06, June 2025. Ques-
tions: 8 A/B scenarios with mobile screenshots (9:16, 800x1200px). Example: “Which is
more trustworthy?” (A, B, Neither), followed by multi-select (e.g., Scenario 1: “Chatbot
intrusive,” “Clean design”). Thematic Coding of “Other” Responses:

Table 11: Thematic Coding
Theme Example Percentage
Badge Credibility “The badge looked professional and specific” 10%
Annoyance “Pop-ups make me leave immediately” 15%
Personalization “Faces make it feel like a real company” 8%
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