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PREFACE
Extreme heat is no longer an emerging threat. It is a present and intensifying hazard, re-
shaping risks across health, housing, energy, national security, finance, and industry. In 
2025, Americans are experiencing longer heat seasons, record-breaking nighttime tem-
peratures, and compounding disruptions to infrastructure and productivity. Yet the policy 
frameworks, investment tools, and governance structures needed to meet this challenge 
remain fragmented, under-resourced, or misaligned. 

The HeatWise Policy Partnership (HeatWise) is designed to evolve alongside the landscape 
of heat adaptation itself. Each year builds intentionally on the last – deepening previous 
conversations, filling critical gaps, and responding to shifting federal, state, and local priori-
ties. The inaugural 2024 gathering was structured to explore underexamined dimensions of 
excessive and extreme heat, including its cross-sector impacts on infrastructure, labor, and 
health. The 2025 convening extended that work by surfacing lessons from the field, sharpen-
ing strategies for scale, and focusing on areas that require long-term, bipartisan investment. 
The goal of HeatWise is to foster long-term capacity that endures beyond individual admin-
istrations. Duke University serves as a neutral convener in this effort, bringing together 
leaders who don’t typically share the same rooms, enabling dialogue across disciplines and 
ideologies. Participants leave not only with clearer insights into the complexities of extreme 
heat, but also with new relationships and momentum for collaborative action.

Now in its second year, HeatWise brought together 62 leaders in Washington, DC, across 
three days of roundtable dialogues focused on: (1) rural vulnerability, (2) national security 
and defense, and (3) finance, insurance, and industry. Participants included community 
leaders, military personnel, private-sector executives, scientists, public officials, and repre-
sentatives from philanthropic organizations—each offering insights from their respective 
sectors, geographies, and constituencies. 

The 2025 summit confirmed that while technical solutions and policy levers to address ex-
cessive and extreme heat exist, uptake is hampered by unclear demand signals, insufficient 
delivery capacity, fragmented financing mechanisms, and a lack of cohesive narratives. Par-
ticipants emphasized that meaningful progress will not scale through top-down mandates 
alone—it must be cocreated with communities, grounded in trusted institutions, and backed 
by innovative financial models and data-informed governance.

Key themes emerged across sessions: the need to treat culture as a delivery system, not a 
barrier; to build capacity alongside capital; to align procurement, incentives, and metrics 
with real-world operating conditions; and to invest in the narrative infrastructure that gives 
meaning and momentum to adaptation. Several participants also underscored the strategic 
value of heat action—from protecting military readiness to reducing insured losses—making 
clear that addressing excessive and extreme heat is not just a humanitarian imperative, but 
an economic and national security priority. 

This report reflects the collective insight and experience of those who took part at HeatWise 
DC in June 2025. While individual participants may not endorse every word, the report cap-
tures the shared urgency, clarity, and ambition that defined this year’s dialogue. As with last 
year, these key takeaways are not conclusions—they are invitations: to coordinate, to build, 
and to lead. 

https://nicholasinstitute.duke.edu/project/heatwise
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As written and adopted, this report seeks to capture the essence of participant 
conversations, but individual participants may not agree with every aspect of the 
report. Rather, in affixing their name as a signatory, a participant is signaling 
support for the overarching concept of the series and the broad outcomes dis-
cussed herein. The participants took part in their individual capacity, and their 
affiliations and titles are included here for identification purposes only. Their 
organizations are not responsible for the findings, principles, recommendations, 
or other content of this report.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The HeatWise DC brought together 62 cross-sectoral leaders to confront the rising threat 
of extreme heat. The three-day event focused on rural vulnerability; national security and 
defense; and finance, insurance, and industry. Participants highlighted that while there are 
existing tools and knowledge to address heat, policy, funding, and delivery systems remain 
disconnected from the realities on the ground. Seven takeaways emerged as critical insights 
to accelerate heat risk reduction nationwide:

1.	 There are no scaled solutions nor narrative anchors. The heat field lacks 
scalable models and cohesive framing, stalling coordination and uptake across sectors.

2.	 Culture can be a lever for risk reduction. Cultural contexts—especially in rural, 
military, and faith-based communities—are powerful accelerators of heat response 
when engaged as assets rather than obstacles.

3.	 Communities need capacity, not just capital. Funding alone is not enough. Local 
actors require long-term operational support, trusted intermediaries, and governance 
tools to build and sustain effective heat strategies.

4.	 Scaling innovation demands clarity, creativity, and mission alignment. 
Heat mitigation technologies remain underutilized due to fragmented procurement, 
weak demand signals, and unclear success benchmarks. Innovation must be matched 
with mission-driven demand.

5.	 Financing tools are fragmented and under-leveraged. A “capital stack for 
heat” is needed to integrate public, private, and philanthropic funding; simplify access; 
and unlock investments that match community needs and risk profiles. 

6.	 Resilience does not yet translate to ROI. The value of heat risk reduction is real 
but poorly quantified. A shared framework for measuring avoided costs and societal 
benefits is essential to unlock greater investment.

7.	 The shared value proposition for heat action remains undefined. Without 
clear roles, collective language, and institutional ownership, efforts to combat the 
effects of heat remain siloed and vulnerable to inaction. A unifying purpose is needed 
to connect heat action to broader national priorities.

These takeaways reflect the growing momentum to shift from fragmented pilots to a coordi-
nated national strategy. Effective heat risk reduction is not a peripheral issue—it is central to 
public health, economic productivity, energy reliability, and national security. The time to act 
is now. 
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KEY TAKEAWAYS

1. There Are No Scaled Solutions Nor Narrative Anchors
While the urgency for solutions to heat-related issues is growing, HeatWise participants 
could not name a single scalable, investable, or transferable model for effective heat strate-
gies. Current efforts remain fragmented across individual grants, congregations, and local 
jurisdictions, and broader coordination rarely coalesces. Just as critically, institutions across 
the government, private, and nongovernmental organization sectors lack shared strategies 
to generate alignment, legitimacy, and investment. As one participant put it, “There are a 
lot of interesting pilots or small examples of health systems stepping into this space, but the 
incentive is not economic. The incentive is from a place in the heart and alignment with mis-
sion, and that makes scalability hard to imagine—until there is a connection to the economic 
piece.”

A national heat strategy must be rooted in pragmatic solutions, not just abstract policy. That 
means curating real-world “heat vignettes” from the field—concrete examples that show 
what works. It is important to establish recognizable categories, such as “heat-ready coun-
ties,” “resilient employers,” or “future-proof facilities,” that people and organizations can 
readily understand and aspire to, together with regional models that encourage learning and 
replication.

The need for locally rooted solutions is especially acute in rural areas. A participant stated 
that “many people in rural communities feel disheartened and demoralized. They’re angry… 
They feel like they’ve been left out of important conversations. And they would be right.” 
Localism can be reframed as a deliberate innovation strategy—“start local, scale sideways”—
and investments can be made in regional engagement to surface and connect what’s already 
working. 

An actionable package of tactics that make heat risk reduction easy to teach, replicate, and 
fund can turn these models into real momentum:

1.	 First, publish detailed case studies that include financial data and economic 
analysis alongside rich “heat vignettes” spotlighting successes in resource-constrained 
settings. These become the sharable proof points that funders and policymakers will 
look for.

2.	 Next, create clear frameworks that describe “what good looks like” for every major 
stakeholder—counties, employers, school districts, and utilities—so each can quickly 
see where they stand and what steps to take next. Then, layer on peer-learning groups 
and regional gatherings that let practitioners trade playbooks and best practices, 
accelerating knowledge-sharing without waiting for a federal mandate.

3.	 Finally, partner with professional associations and credentialing bodies to 
weave these models into training standards, ensuring that the strategies are baked into 
workforce pipelines and, by extension, future policy and capital flows.
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2. Culture Can Be a Lever for Risk Reduction
Many risk reduction efforts fail to take hold not because they fail to resonate with the cul-
tural frameworks of the communities they intend to serve. At HeatWise DC, discussions 
centered on how culture – across rural communities, military installations, and the private 
sector – shapes trust, identity and response. These examples are not exhaustive, but they 
illustrate the diverse ways culture manifests: as institutional norms, regional identities, and 
spiritual values. In many places, these layers often overlap, creating both complexity and 
opportunity. Regardless of geography, the takeaway was clear: resilience cannot be delivered 
from the outside in. It must be grounded in the value system and trusted institutions that 
already organize daily life.

Language that signals partisanship, messaging that doesn’t reflect lived experience, and the 
absence of trusted voices in delivery all contribute to what one HeatWise participant de-
scribed as “a culture crisis.” Whether in rural counties, military bases, or faith-based com-
munities, the failure to meet people on cultural terms remains one of the most persistent—
and fixable—gaps in the heat action landscape.

Participants called for a strategic shift: to position culture not as a barrier, but as a founda-
tion of delivery. As one speaker put it: “You don’t just walk onto a military installation and 
start talking about extreme heat. You talk about readiness. You talk about mission. That’s 
the culture.” A faith leader shared a similar approach: “I like to talk about the work that I 
do as the ‘What I Love Campaign.’ What is it that you love, and what are you willing to do 
to protect it?” From Veteran networks to rural congregations, participants highlighted the 
systems of meaning and trust already in place and the need to design through, not around, 
those systems.

Practitioners and policymakers must be equipped to understand the value systems that 
shape trust and motivate action in different contexts. “Veterans listen to other Veterans. 
That’s who we trust,” one speaker emphasized, pointing to a common failure of uptake when 
messages are delivered by outsiders. This insight applied across geographies and sectors: 
effectiveness hinges on credibility, and credibility is culturally coded.

Campaigns must be rooted in local values, not imported narratives. Several faith leaders 
described how they build their messaging around stewardship, service, and intergenera-
tional care—concepts that resonate across political divides. “If we start with what we love, it 
inherently becomes nonpartisan,” one speaker added. By centering communication on what 
communities already care about protecting, effective heat strategies can bypass ideological 
friction and tap into shared purpose.

In addition to message content, who delivers the message and where it is delivered matters. 
Participants underscored the importance of working through existing community institu-
tions—not just as amplifiers, but as architects of resilience. One participant highlighted the 
role churches play in rural communities as trusted institutions that already provide services 
and have stepped up during past disasters. Others pointed to agriculture cooperative ex-
tensions, Veterans of Foreign Wars Posts, neighborhood groups, and informal spaces like 
barbershops or gas stations as critical but under-recognized infrastructure. One example 
involved a community that developed a low-tech flag warning system at a local intersection 
for high heat days: “Everyone drives by that intersection. ... And they still raise that flag. It’s 
been about nine years.” 
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Trusted messengers succeed because they understand not only how information flows, but 
how identity shapes action. Many rural communities lack broadband access and instead rely 
on churches, neighbors, or simple systems like “a flag at the gas station” to get information. 
These networks function because they are embedded in daily life. It is also important to rec-
ognize that institutional identity doesn’t end when formal affiliation does. One participant 
emphasized that even after Veterans leave service, their identity remains shaped by that 
experience. To reach Veterans effectively, organizations must recognize and work through 
these enduring connections.

To support those messengers, participants called for investments in narrative infrastruc-
ture—tools that trusted leaders can tailor for their own contexts. Creating substantial change 
requires involving art, communication, and culture alongside other efforts. One participant 
shared an example from the Pacific Islands: “They wrote a song in the native language about 
preparing for El Niño … that had more power than any forecast.” Music, story, sermon, and 
image all carry messages that standard advisories cannot.

Across all these examples, culture is not a hurdle to overcome—it is a foundation to build on. 
Whether institutional, regional, or spiritual, it shapes who people trust, how we hear, and 
why we act. And when thoughtfully engaged, culture can also unlock unlikely progress and 
serve as a bridge across divides—translating complex risks into shared values and motivat-
ing action in contexts where traditional approaches may falter. For resilience to scale—not 
just broadly, but credibly and durably—culture must be part of its architecture.

3. Communities Need Capacity, Not Just Capital
Despite a surge in available funding in recent years, the communities most exposed to ex-
treme heat often remain least able to access it. The problem is not a lack of money. Instead, 
the delivery systems did not match the operating realities of low-resourced communities. 
Many communities lack even basic administrative capacity to complete applications, let 
alone manage complex projects once they are funded. The solutions are there but lack the 
scaffolding to carry them into practice. As one participant put it, “the bottleneck is not in-
novation—it’s implementation.” They noted that communities are expected to manage com-
plex interventions without technical staff, legal counsel, or data analytics support. Another 
participant emphasized: “Funding without capacity is just noise. It gives the illusion of help 
without the substance.”

To close this gap, investments to mitigate heat risk must be paired with durable, long-term 
capacity support. Local actors need more than capital—they need staffing, time, and insti-
tutional stability. Simply providing funding without preparing recipients creates significant 
gaps, as many organizations lack the capacity to manage large grants effectively. Technical 
support and operating resources must accompany financial awards to ensure that people not 
only receive the resources they need but also have the capacity to use them effectively.

One strategy is to direct resources to institutions that are already embedded in place—orga-
nizations with deep trust, existing reach, and a record of service under constraint. For exam-
ple, one participant shared that their organization provides predevelopment plans and loans 
to help organizations conduct legal and landscape analysis before seeking major financing. 
These early-stage supports are critical scaffolding—not overhead, but architecture.
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To reduce barriers, systems should allow smaller entities to engage in stages and build read-
iness over time. Streamlined or phased application processes would enable them to partici-
pate without being disqualified upfront. One speaker observed that efforts to channel signif-
icant funding into smaller projects have revealed the need for more customized, hyperlocal 
approaches—a shift that could create new opportunities for rural communities. Bundling 
smaller projects or creating intermediary pathways can lower transaction costs and help 
unlock participation from high-need communities.

Sustaining local leadership also means funding continuity, not just projects. Too often, criti-
cal staff, partnerships, and knowledge are lost when grants end. Participants expressed con-
cern about investing resources without supporting the local intermediaries who know their 
communities and have earned trust but are operating with minimal resources. Recurring 
operating support can stabilize these essential connectors, keeping people in place, preserv-
ing institutional memory, and allowing trusted actors to keep pace with evolving risks.

Underlying all of this is the recognition that relationships are infrastructure. “One of the 
greatest assets in our community is relationships,” said one participant. “But relationships 
don’t show up in budgets. So, when we lose local staff or trusted leaders, we don’t just lose 
people—we lose connective tissue.” Building capacity is futureproofing. It ensures that com-
munities don’t just receive support but shape their own adaptation trajectories. Embedding 
capacity into funding models is an investment in communities and is the clearest path to 
long-term resilience.

4. Scaling Innovation Demands Clarity, Creativity, and 
Mission Alignment
Technological and policy innovations for extreme heat exist, but without clear demand sig-
nals aligned with organizational structures or sector-specific benchmarks, they rarely scale 
beyond small demonstrations. As one participant framed it, “We keep doing boutique proj-
ects that don’t aggregate into something bigger. We’re tinkering, not transforming.” The need 
is not just for innovation itself, but for ecosystems that can pull solutions through and scale 
them across sectors. 

Throughout the HeatWise convening, participants pointed to heat-adaptive technologies—
cooling vests, smart shading systems, heat-adaptive landscaping, wearable sensors—that re-
main underdeployed because potential buyers don’t know what they need or why it matters. 
Without procurement mandates, standardized guidelines, or sector-specific performance 
targets, innovation has nowhere to land. As another participant put it, “We haven’t created 
the demand architecture that makes innovation scalable.”

Several conversations turned to the armed forces as a potential demand driver. Military 
bases face growing heat exposure, yet current standards still lag behind operational real-
ities. “The military has cold kits, but not hot kits ... and heat is now part of the operating 
environment,” one participant said. Others noted that if a major institutional buyer like the 
Department of War or Veterans Affairs required heat mitigation protocols or certified re-
silience technologies, the private sector would respond almost immediately. “If the military 
said tomorrow, ‘every barracks must meet heat resilience standards,’ the market would shift 
overnight,” said one attendee.
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Participants also flagged the need for clearer benchmarks and success metrics to guide 
adoption. Vague goals around heat mitigation aren’t sufficient—there need to be specific 
definitions of what constitutes effective action and clear targets to aim for. Whether in labor 
protections, building performance, or insurance underwriting, scalable adoption requires 
defined standards and regulatory clarity. Otherwise, innovation remains fragmented and 
disconnected from both funding and mission outcomes.

Equally critical is aligning innovation with local values and delivery systems. Innovation 
is not just a project; it is also a process. Solutions that ignore community context, local 
procurement rules, or staffing realities will fail to take hold. For example, a high-tech alert 
system will not succeed in places without broadband, but a flag system at a rural gas station 
might. As one attendee put it, “The key is to meet innovation with the infrastructure we ac-
tually have, not the one we wish we had.”

Creativity, then, is not only about what gets invented, but how it is introduced, delivered, and 
scaled. Participants called for flexible bureaucratic pathways, support for low-tech solutions, 
and guidance that bridges the public-private divide. This includes empowering trusted inter-
mediaries like cooperative utilities or extension services to serve as testbeds and channels 
for new approaches.

Ultimately, innovation must be pulled by mission, not just pushed by grants. Aligning in-
novation with sectoral mandates such as military readiness, public health, and economic 
competitiveness gives it staying power. Solving that problem means making heat adaptation 
part of how institutions define success.

5. Financing Tools Are Fragmented and Underleveraged
The current approach to financing heat solutions creates more confusion than clarity for 
communities seeking support. Public grants, private investment, insurance incentives, and 
philanthropic dollars operate in parallel, creating a patchwork of opportunities that are hard 
to navigate and often fail to meet communities where they are. One participant described 
this as layering grant upon grant rather than building financial models that actually work—
essentially trying to fund the unfundable.

Participants described a field in which no single financing vehicle fits the need, and where 
small communities are expected to assemble a “capital stack” from scratch. Some spoke of 
the promise of blended finance—combining public, private, and philanthropic resources—but 
noted a lack of intermediaries who could structure deals or provide risk-sharing. Partici-
pants representing rural areas emphasized that access is a major barrier, even when capital 
exists: “The capital is out there, but what’ s missing is a bridge between what communities 
need and how investors structure risk,” said one attendee. Without that connective tissue, 
small towns and frontline neighborhoods are shut out. These are typically not areas with 
investment-grade credit, but rather communities struggling to provide basic services. 

Throughout the dialogues, participants called for the creation of a “capital stack for heat,” 
a layered financial strategy that matches instruments to use cases, simplifies access, and 
supports projects from planning through implementation. This includes expanding prede-
velopment resources, offering guarantees or credit enhancements, and developing financial 
products that reflect the unique risk profiles of heat mitigation efforts. 
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Insurance was highlighted as both a challenge and an opportunity. In some sectors, like 
agriculture and housing, insurance companies are well-positioned to drive heat adaptation 
by adjusting underwriting criteria or offering incentives. Yet participants noted that the 
feedback loop between action and insurance pricing is broken. “You retrofit for wildfire and 
don’t see any rebate,” said one attendee. “Why would anyone do the same for heat?” Working 
with insurers to ensure heat mitigation yields measurable financial benefits could be trans-
formative.

Importantly, participants emphasized the need to support not just one-off projects, but the 
financial ecosystems that allow solutions to scale. This includes developing standardized 
tools (like pay-for-success contracts or resilience bonds), fostering public-private partner-
ships (PPPs), and expanding technical assistance for financing strategy. “We can’t keep treat-
ing every community like it’s inventing the wheel... We need off-the-shelf models they can 
customize,” said one attendee.

Taken together, these insights point to a critical shift from fragmented funding to integrated 
finance. Heat mitigation and management must be positioned not as a grant-dependent field 
but as a viable investment space, backed by evidence, derisked through policy, and aligned 
with broader missions like supply chain continuity, public health outcomes, grid reliability, 
and regional competitiveness. As one participant put it, “If we want this to be more than a 
humanitarian effort, we have to build the financial architecture to match.”

6. Resilience Does Not Yet Translate to ROI
Moving beyond reactive response to proactive preparation essential, but financing this shift 
remains difficult. While heat-related solutions and preventative actions exist, uncertainty 
around how to demonstrate a return on investment (ROI) remains a major barrier to broader 
adoption. As interventions become more holistic—spanning food systems, building design, 
cooling infrastructure, and energy access—defining ROI becomes more complex.

Participants identified two major challenges: a lack of actionable data and a fragmented 
evidence base. National data collection on heat-related illness and mortality is insufficient to 
fully understand the scope of the problem and, even when data exists, it is often underuti-
lized as a result of limited epidemiological capacity. One promising approach involves lever-
aging existing data-sharing agreements, such as those used by the Congressional Research 
Service, to allow public agencies and researchers to access private-sector data. This would 
enable better modeling of both human and economic consequences of extreme heat, ground-
ed in real-world operational data.

Another critical gap is the ability to quantify the cost of inaction. Participants offered an 
example from health care, where the expense of treating heat stroke far surpasses the cost of 
preventative treatments, as a clear illustration of missed savings. PPPs could help codevelop 
sector-specific metrics by engaging insurers, employers, utilities, and government agencies. 
As one participant asked, “How do we get past this ROI timescale that transcends either [a] 
company’s quarterly returns ... or a politician’s election cycle? And what kind of public-pri-
vate partnership could actually help you transcend that?”

How to characterize ROI and define its potential beneficiaries also emerged as critical. Par-
ticipants emphasized the need to customize value propositions for different stakeholders. 
For employers, heat-adaptation may reduce absenteeism and boost productivity. For military 
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installations, strengthening heat-readiness may enhance mission performance and force 
protection. For cities, it may reduce hospital strain or protect infrastructure. These diverse 
benefits underscore the need to position heat adaptation as an investable proposition across 
multiple sectors, not just a moral or public health imperative.

But a deeper structural challenge persists: in many cases, the institutions that finance adap-
tation are not the same as those that reap its rewards. The investors, often public entities or 
philanthropic organizations, must justify costs that accrue societal benefits, such as im-
proved community health, reduced utility strain, or better school attendance. These benefits, 
while real and measurable, may not translate directly into financial returns for the investor. 
This misalignment between who pays and who benefits complicates capital deployment and 
slows action. Recognizing this, participants called for more inclusive ROI frameworks that 
capture not only dollars saved but societal value generated, what one speaker described as 
“returns to public purpose.”

The opportunity lies in building a shared ROI framework that articulates the long-term 
economic and operational value of heat preparedness. Doing so requires reframing short-
termism, not just as a budgeting issue, but as a systemic risk. As participants noted, “An 
ounce of prevention is worth a pound of cure.” By quantifying what’s gained—and lost—
through action or inaction, such a framework could derisk heat investments, attract blended 
capital, and shift adaptation from a discretionary initiative to a shared economic priority.

7. The Shared Value Proposition for Heat Action Remains Undefined
Extreme heat is testing the limits of both public systems and private infrastructure alike, 
yet the collective value proposition for coordinated action remains unclear. Across sectors, 
roles and expectations are fragmented, and the broader heat adaptation domain lacks com-
mon definitions, cohesive framing, and institutional ownership. Without clearer alignment, 
participants warned, critical populations, particularly rural communities, frontline workers, 
and small businesses, risk being overlooked as heat intensifies. 

Throughout the HeatWise discussions, participants emphasized that in the absence of 
shared language, fractured mandates and siloed funding streams often dictate terms of en-
gagement. Several called for the codesign of a public-private heat risk reduction framework, 
one that establishes clear roles, mutual incentives for action, and coordination mechanisms. 
Without such a framework, efforts remain reactive and uncoordinated, reducing opportuni-
ties for scale and long-term investment.

This challenge is not purely conceptual. It has tangible consequences across sectors. Partici-
pants surfaced real-world implications: workforce retention in heat-exposed industries, long-
haul trucking schedules disrupted by infrastructure failures, and utility systems strained by 
peak cooling demands. These operational stressors highlight the urgent need to clarify who 
is responsible for what, and how investments can be aligned to meet both public and private 
interests.

A successful framework must address not only the mechanics of collaborations, such as sec-
tor-specific contributions, handoffs of responsibility and risk mitigation strategies, but also 
the framing of the effort itself. Several speakers noted “resilience and economic vitality are 
not orthogonal choices,” suggesting that adaptation efforts should be positioned as engines of 
economic growth, not burdens on efficiency. This framing can help rally diverse constituen-
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cies—employers, utilities, insurers, public health systems—around a shared objective. Heat 
resilience should be framed as its own domain, creating a culture that promotes best practic-
es and opportunities, rather than focusing solely on vulnerabilities. Curating shared defini-
tions, common metrics, best practices, and governance principles can establish field-level 
legitimacy, paving the way for the long-term work needed.

Through deliberate, cross-sector coordination, stakeholders can elevate heat adaptation and 
risk reduction from a diffuse concern to a defined domain of practice, anchored by a shared 
value proposition that resonates across sectors, geographies, and political ideologies.

CONCLUSION
HeatWise DC reaffirmed that excessive and extreme heat is not a distant or isolated threat. It 
is a systemic, accelerating challenge that touches every sector and community. Yet the sum-
mit also revealed a groundswell of ingenuity, resolve, and readiness to act. From rural lead-
ers and military strategists to insurers and faith-based organizers, participants made clear 
that scalable, durable solutions are within reach if supported by intentional governance, 
long-term capacity, and shared purpose. As the HeatWise initiative continues to evolve, it 
offers not just a convening platform, but a collective call to action: to turn insight into infra-
structure, pilots into policy, and partnership into progress. 
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