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Executive Summary 

This report presents findings from a community-based deep canvassing and focus group 
research initiative conducted in Vernon, British Columbia between November 2025 and 
February 2026. Support for this research was provided by the University of British 
Columbia’s (UBC) Climate Solution Scholars Research Collective. The initiative 
described here was undertaken as part of a broader project to lay the foundations for a 
Vernon Climate Engagement Centre (CEC) - a proposed community hub modelled on 
more than 40 Climate Emergency Centres operating across the United Kingdom. 

Over nine Saturday canvassing sessions, trained volunteer canvassers conducted 
doorstep conversations using a structured deep canvassing script across diverse Vernon 
neighbourhoods, including Alexis Park, East Hill, Bella Vista, Middleton Mountain, 
Harwood, Foothills, Okanagan Landing, and South Vernon. Following each session, 
canvassers participated in a facilitated focus group to report back what they heard, 
structured around three research themes: climate beliefs and polarization, community 
resilience and institutional vs. social trust, and suggestions for the CEC. 

The research generated four major findings. First, climate change is widely 
acknowledged in Vernon but rarely felt as personally urgent. Residents connect climate 
events such as wildfires and the 2021 heat dome to their lived experience when 
prompted, but few spontaneously name climate change as a top priority. Cost of living 
dominates daily attention. Second, two forms of climate denial were observed: both held 
the view that climate change is real, but in one case, people claimed that it is natural and 
not human-caused (a naturalization framing), and in the other case, that it is impossible 
to know what the cause might be (an uncertainty framing). Canvassers identified both 
frames, which they termed 'soft denial', as newer, more sophisticated iterations of climate 
skepticism where the lived experience of climate change cannot be ignored. Third, deep 
distrust of government and other institutions is pervasive across the political spectrum, 
but trust in neighbours and community members at the local scale remains remarkably 
resilient. Fourth, there is broad community support for the CEC concept, including among 
residents who do not personally identify as environmentalists, provided the centre is 
framed around people-helping-people rather than ideological climate advocacy. 

These findings offer critical guidance for how the Vernon CEC should be designed, 
named, and communicated. The evidence strongly supports a community resilience and 
connection framing rather than a climate advocacy framing. Newcomers to Vernon 
emerged as a particularly engaged and hopeful population, representing a significant 
design and outreach opportunity. A small but meaningful number of residents expressed 
willingness to volunteer, while many more indicated they would use or recommend such 
a space if the environment felt welcoming and non-partisan. 
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1. Introduction and Background 

The United Kingdom’s network of Climate Emergency Centres, more than forty at the time 
of this research, provides a tested model for community-based climate action that is 
accessible, non-partisan, and grounded in local relationship-building. Learning from this 
model, we have been working to explore whether and how such a centre could be 
established in Vernon, a mid-sized city in British Columbia’s Interior with a population of 
approximately 45,000. 

Vernon presents a distinct challenge for climate engagement work. Vernon’s federal riding 
has returned Conservative MPs consistently for decades (Castanet, 2025; Verster, 2025), 
and the region has historically been skeptical of top-down climate policy. The Okanagan 
has also been on the frontline of Canada’s most severe recent climate events: the June 
2021 western heat dome killed 619 British Columbians and broke over 100 temperature 
records (Government of Canada, 2022; White et al., 2023); most of the city of Vernon was 
placed under evacuation alert during the 2021 White Rock Lake wildfire in August (CBC 
News, 2021); and the November 2021 atmospheric river became BC’ s costliest natural 
disaster on record (Gillett et al., 2022) cutting Vernon off from the West Coast and its 
primary food supply lines. In 2023, the McDougall Creek fire in the Okanagan placed over 
35,000 people across the Thompson-Okanagan area under evacuation orders (CBC 
News, 2023). These events are embedded in local memory, yet their connection to climate 
change is interpreted in strikingly different ways by different residents.  

This research also sought to understand levels of institutional vs. social distrust in Vernon 
when it comes to community resilience, where the term institutional trust refers to citizens’ 
confidence in the reliability, competence, and good faith of formal organizations including 
governments, public agencies, and other bodies that hold delegated authority over 
collective decisions (Levi and Stoker, 2000). This encompasses trust not only in individual 
politicians or officials, but in the rules, procedures, and structures through which political 
and civic life is organized, or what Levi and Stoker (2000) describe as confidence that 
institutions will act in the public interest over time, even in the absence of direct personal 
accountability. The term social trust, on the other hand, refers to trust in non-institutional 
groupings such as neighbours, family, or community members. 

This report documents findings from the deep canvassing and focus group component of 
the CEC foundational research. The authors’ specific contribution to the broader project 
was to design the deep canvassing research programme, working with Deep Canvassing 
Organizer Liz Stewart, who additionally coordinated canvassing logistics and trained 
volunteer canvassers. The canvassers, including authors Blair Visscher and Dr. Mary 
Stockdale, conducted doorstep conversations across multiple Vernon neighbourhoods 
over nine sessions spanning November 2025 to February 2026. Following each session, 
canvassers participated in structured focus groups facilitated either by Blair Visscher or Dr. 
Mary Stockdale to share and co-analyze what they heard. 

 

2. Methodology 



Strong Local Support Amidst a Multiplicity of Climate Change Attitudes  

 

UBC Climate Solutions Research Collective  |  29 

The research was conducted in accordance with the UBC Behavioural Research Ethics 
Board approval (H25-03171) All community member contributions were anonymized. 
Canvasser observations are reported in composite to protect individual canvasser 
identities while faithfully representing the substance of their contributions. 

 

2.1  Deep Canvassing Approach 

Deep canvassing is a structured, empathy-based method of door-to-door community 
engagement developed within the political and social movement organizing tradition 
(Broockman & Kalla, 2016; Kalla & Broockman, 2020). Unlike traditional canvassing, which 
is typically transactional, deep canvassing prioritizes genuine two-way conversation, 
personal storytelling, and non-judgmental listening (Broockman & Kalla; Kalla & 
Broockman). The method has been shown in randomized controlled studies to produce 
durable shifts in perspective, even on politically charged topics (Broockman & Kalla; Kalla 
& Broockman). 

Canvassers were recruited from the existing Vernon climate action community, including 
Climate Action Now! (CAN!), or Shuswap Climate Action, although some came because 
they were interested in deep canvassing itself (e.g. students from UBCO's Bachelor of 
Sustainability undergraduate program and faculty members). Many had taken part in a 
previous pilot deep canvassing project in Vernon that was part of a campaign to improve 
BC’s forest management, held from November 2023 to April 2024 by a Kootenays-based 
non-profit called Neighbours United, and also organized by Liz Stewart. Training sessions 
were held before each new cohort went out. Most canvassers participated in multiple 
sessions across the nine-week program. 

The nine deep canvassing sessions took place on the Saturdays from November 2025 to 
February 2026. A final focus group session for canvassers to consider the impacts of 
canvassing on themselves and add their own analysis of the experience was held on 
February 27, 2026.  

 

Deep Canvassing Date Vernon Neighbourhood 

November 15, 2025 South Vernon 

November 29, 2025 Mission Hill 

December 6, 2025 Alexis Park 

January 10, 2026 Harwood 

January 17, 2026 East Hill 

January 24, 2026 Foothills 

January 31, 2026 Bella Vista 
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February 7, 2026 Middleton 

February 14, 2026 Harwood 

February 27, 2026 Deep canvassers’ self-reflection and 
analysis 

Table 1. Deep Canvassing dates and Neighbourhood locations 

2.2  Deep Canvassing Script Development 

For this project, canvassers were trained to use a custom script developed for the Vernon 
CEC project by Liz Stewart in collaboration with the authors. Pairs of canvassers 
conducted each session, with one leading and one observing and occasionally 
contributing. The script reflected deep canvassing story sharing methods and 
communication strategies. The script for the method must contain certain components and 
each are explained in Table 2, below. Canvassers were trained to use a ‘cone of curiosity’ 
approach, particularly in the story exchanges, by asking follow-up questions such as “Can 
you tell me more about that?” and “How did that feel?” to deepen the emotional dimension 
of conversations.  

2.3  Deep Canvassing Script: Components and Rationale 

Script Component Rationale for Inclusion 

Opening: What do you 
love about Vernon? 

Establishes rapport and grounds the conversation in local identity and 
pride before any mention of climate. Creates genuine two-way 
dialogue from the outset. 

Initial poll (1–10 scale): 
Support for a Climate 
Engagement Centre 

Provides a brief introduction to the CEC and creates a quantitative 
baseline. It opens the door to exploring the values and story behind 
the rating. Low or mid-range scores invite deeper conversation rather 
than closing it down. If the rating is 10, the canvasser skip ahead to 
the dissonance question. 

Story exchange: Personal 
experience of climate 
impacts 

Reminds residents of the high stakes of climate change by surfacing 
their own lived memories of wildfires, heat events, and environmental 
shifts, connecting abstract concern to felt experience. 

Story exchange: Personal 
experience of people 
helping people 

Reminds residents that people often rise to the occasion to help each 
other, especially in times of trouble and that we all need each other, 
connecting ideas of trust and support to lived experience. 

Dissonance question: Can 
we unite across 
difference? 

Invites residents to explore whether they believe people with different 
values and political views can come together to face shared 
challenges. Uses lived experience and stories to gently raise potential 
cognitive dissonance in preconceived attitudes. Residents were also 
asked about strengths of the community in terms of its resilience, as 
well as its weaknesses and how they could be overcome. 

Soapbox moment: CEC 
proposal presentation and 
input 

Explains the concept of the Vernon Climate Engagement Centre and 
invites residents to respond, suggest, and shape it. Repositions 



Strong Local Support Amidst a Multiplicity of Climate Change Attitudes  

 

UBC Climate Solutions Research Collective  |  31 

Script Component Rationale for Inclusion 

residents as co-designers rather than passive recipients, and 
generates concrete community input into the CEC model. 

Second poll (1–10 scale) Measures any shift in support for the CEC following the full 
conversation. The difference between the first and second scores is 
meaningful and documents the impact of the deep canvassing 
conversation. 

Final ask: CEC visioning 
event and newsletter 

Invites residents to take a concrete next step by attending a CEC 
visioning event and/or signing up for the newsletter as a “Friend of the 
CEC”. Converts conversation into community connection and begins 
building the CEC's constituent base. 

Table 2. Deep Canvassing script components and rationale for the Vernon CEC Deep Canvassers. Full 
script can be found in Appendix A. 

2.4  Doorstep Data Collection Form 

Following each individual doorstep interaction, canvassers completed a digital form on 
their phones to record key data points from the conversation. This form served as the 
primary quantitative data capture instrument for the project, supplementing the qualitative 
focus group debriefs that followed each session. For every door knocked, canvassers 
recorded whether the interaction resulted in no conversation (no answer or immediate 
refusal), a partial conversation, or a full conversation in which the complete script was 
delivered. Where a conversation of any length occurred, canvassers recorded: the 
neighbourhood in which the interaction took place; their assessment of whether the 
resident appeared to believe in climate change; their impression of the resident’s level of 
trust in government institutions; the resident’s apparent enthusiasm for community-level 
resilience and mutual aid; whether the resident agreed to become a “friend of the CEC”; 
any suggestions the resident offered for the CEC; and the resident’s initial and final ratings 
on the one-to-ten support scale. The form was completed as promptly as possible 
following each door to minimize recall decay. While these assessments reflect canvasser 
interpretation rather than direct resident self-report, they provide a systematic cross-
session record of engagement patterns and allow for aggregate analysis of how resident 
attitudes varied across neighbourhoods, conversation types, and levels of script 
completion.  

2.5  Focus Group Design 

Immediately following each canvassing session, canvassers gathered for a facilitated 
debrief and focus group. The session began with an opportunity to surface and release 
difficult emotional experiences from the doorstep, followed by a skills reflection round. The 
substantive focus group then proceeded through three structured thematic rounds, guided 
by a stable set of prompt questions: 

• Theme 1 Climate and polarization: How did residents respond to climate change as 
a topic? Did they connect climate change to their daily lives? Were there emotions, 
polarizing reactions, or notable framings? 
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• Theme 2 Community resilience and institutional vs. social trust: How did residents 
talk about community, collective action, and responsibility in the face of challenges? 
Did they trust government and/or their neighbours and community to provide 
support? Did they think we could prepare in advance of future disasters like 
wildfires? 

• Theme 3 CEC-specific suggestions and barriers: What did residents say, explicitly 
or implicitly, about what would make a community centre like this valuable, 
welcoming, or conversely, inaccessible to them? 

A talking rock was used to regulate the floor, ensuring all canvassers had an opportunity to 
contribute. Sessions were recorded and transcribed. 

2.6  Participant Profile and Geographic Coverage 

Nine canvassing sessions were completed between November 2025 and February 2026, 
covering diverse Vernon neighbourhoods. These included Alexis Park (a lower-income 
neighbourhood with a mix of renters and social housing), Bella Vista, South Vernon and 
Mission Hill (all three neighbourhoods were close to the city centre and had a visible 
presence of unhoused people with residents openly preoccupied with issues of safety and 
sanitation), Harwood (older and typically smaller homes with noticeable amenities for 
pedestrians), East Hill (older, established neighbourhood featuring heritage homes), 
Middleton Mountain (a newer, predominantly owner-occupied residential area), and 
Foothills (mostly larger, newer homes with signs of wealth such as RVs and boats in 
driveways). 

The community members engaged through the doorstep conversations represented a 
broad demographic range, including long-standing Vernonites across multiple generations, 
recent newcomers and immigrants, seniors, young families, working tradespeople, 
retirees, and a small number of renters as well as home owners. Canvassers noted a 
consistent gender dimension in engagement patterns, discussed in Section 3.5. 

A supplementary observation across sessions is that the demographic and housing profile 
of a neighbourhood significantly shaped the character of conversations. Renters in 
precarious economic positions were more likely to name cost of living as a barrier to any 
engagement with climate topics. Newer residential areas included a higher proportion of 
residents who were recent arrivals to Vernon and less embedded in existing community 
networks. These patterns are noted where relevant in the findings. 

2.7  Qualitative Analysis: Transcript Coding with NVivo 

Focus group sessions were recorded with participant consent and subsequently 
transcribed for qualitative analysis. Transcripts were imported into NVivo (version 15), a 
qualitative data analysis software platform widely used in social science research for the 
systematic organization and interpretation of textual data (Bazeley, 2017). NVivo was used 
to code the full set of focus group transcripts across all nine sessions and the final deep 
canvassers’ self-reflection session, allowing for the identification of patterns, themes, and 
recurring framings that would not be reliably visible through session-by-session reading 
alone. 
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Coding proceeded in two stages. In the first stage, an initial round of open coding was 
applied, in which segments of transcript were assigned descriptive codes that stayed close 
to the language and content of canvassers’ reported observations. For example, codes 
such as cost of living as barrier, climate denial, neighbourhood trust, and government 
distrust. This inductive approach allowed themes to emerge from the data rather than 
being imposed in advance (Braun & Clarke, 2006). In the second stage, codes were 
reviewed, consolidated, and organized into broader thematic categories corresponding to 
the three focus group research themes: climate beliefs and polarization, community 
resilience and social trust, and suggestions and barriers for the CEC. A small number of 
cross-cutting codes including soft denial, political defeat, and the scoff-then-eight pattern 
emerged during this second stage as analytically significant phenomena that did not fit 
neatly within a single theme and were therefore carried forward as independent categories 
for analysis. 

NVivo's query and visualization functions were used to examine the frequency and co-
occurrence of codes across sessions and neighbourhoods, supporting the identification of 
patterns that were consistent across the dataset as a whole versus those that appeared to 
be session- or neighbourhood-specific. This cross-session comparative analysis was 
particularly valuable for confirming findings such as the gender dimension in climate 
engagement and the prevalence of the soft denial frame that individual canvassers had 
named anecdotally in focus groups but whose consistency across the full dataset required 
systematic verification. 

It should be noted that the unit of analysis throughout was the canvasser’s reported 
observation, rather than the direct voice of the resident. Because doorstep conversations 
were not recorded, NVivo coding captures what canvassers recalled, interpreted, and 
chose to share in the focus group setting. This is an inherent feature of the research 
design and is acknowledged as a limitation in Section 2.7.  

2.8  Limitations 

Several limitations of this research design warrant acknowledgement, both for the 
interpretation of findings and as guidance for future iterations of this work. 
The canvassing approach prioritised door-to-door engagement at detached residential 
dwellings. While this is standard practice in deep canvassing methodology, it potentially 
introduces a systematic bias in the sample. Multi-unit residential buildings such as 
apartment blocks, townhouse complexes, and social housing were less consistently 
reached, whether due to locked building entrances, intercom barriers, or the practical 
difficulty of accessing individual units. Multi-unit housing in Vernon houses a 
disproportionately higher share of lower-income residents, renters, and newcomers to 
Canada, including recent immigrants. Canvassers observed this pattern in sessions where 
multi-unit buildings were accessible and entered, conversations reflected notably different 
demographic profiles and concerns. The consequence is that the resident voices most 
represented in this dataset skew toward owner-occupied, detached housing that is not 
representative of Vernon’s full population, and that may also be less representative of 
those who will be most vulnerable to climate impacts and most likely to benefit from a 
community resource like the CEC. Future research should consider dedicated outreach 
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strategies for multi-unit buildings and partnership with settlement or newcomer-serving 
organizations to address this gap. 
 
By design, the deep canvassing protocol did not proceed to a full conversation with 
residents who rated their support for the CEC at ten out of ten on the initial scale. This 
decision was deliberate: the method’s primary goal for this research lies in engaging 
residents with lower or moderate levels of support and measuring whether a deep 
canvassing conversation produces a meaningful shift between their initial and final ratings. 
Engaging already-committed supporters would not generate the kind of data most useful 
for understanding the persuasion potential of the method. However, this does mean that 
the dataset excludes the perspectives of Vernon residents who are already strong climate 
advocates. Their views on the CEC concept and suggestions are captured but the story 
sharing portion of the script and secondary scale question was skipped with these 
residents. Residents who initially indicated a rating of ten out of ten where also asked what 
they believe the strengths and challenges of building resilience in Vernon are. 
Researchers and practitioners should be aware that findings regarding climate change 
belief in this report primarily reflect the attitudes of those residents whose support was less 
strong or less certain, at least initially. 
 
Sessions were conducted on Saturdays, on the assumption that this would maximise the 
likelihood of residents being at home and having time to talk. While this assumption is 
reasonable, it is not universal. Residents who are shift workers, those in service industries, 
weekend tradespeople, and others may have been disproportionately absent. Families 
with young children, individuals with weekend religious observances, and those engaged 
in seasonal outdoor activities in the Okanagan may also have been less likely to answer 
the door. The result is that the resident sample reflects, to some degree, who is available 
on a Saturday afternoon, which is not necessarily representative of the neighbourhood as 
a whole. 
 
The research did not include a protocol for recording why conversations were refused. 
Canvassers tracked whether there was no conversation, but not the reason why there was 
no conversation, which has emerged as a gap to be addressed in future iterations of this 
method. In future, it would extend the research to track how many residents declined 
conversation because they were occupied, or how many opted out immediately upon 
hearing the word “climate” in the introductory framing. Future research should introduce a 
simple non-response tracking protocol that distinguishes between no answer at the door, 
refusal due to busyness or timing, and refusal triggered by the content of the opening 
question. This would allow researchers to better estimate the reach and 
representativeness of the method. 
 
Finally, the focus group transcription data is reliant on the canvassers reporting what they 
heard at the door and their own experiences. There is a potential for some bias on what 
canvassers found memorable and how they interpreted it. To mitigate this, focus groups 
took place immediately following each Deep Canvassing event and canvassers were 
encouraged to take notes after each conversation to ensure accuracy.  
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3. Findings: Climate Beliefs and Polarization 

3.1  The Language Problem: When Climate Change Closes Doors 

A recurring practical finding was that the phrase ‘climate change’ itself triggered defensive 
or dismissive responses in a meaningful subset of residents. Before any substantive 
conversation could begin. In several sessions, canvassers reported that the moment 
Climate Engagement Centre was mentioned at the door, some residents immediately 
disengaged. The word climate was acting as a filter, activating political identity before any 
conversation could occur. 

By contrast, language around natural disasters, wildfires, community preparedness, and 
helping each other through hard times consistently landed better across the political 
spectrum. One canvasser reported in a session that had produced strong responses noted 
that foregrounding fire and drought as local realities rather than naming them as climate 
change brought people on board almost immediately: 

“I found that if I threw out fire and drought and smoke at the very beginning, 
more so than climate engagement centre, they were on board right away.” 
(Vernon CEC Deep Canvassing Focus Group, 2025, Session 6, January 
2026). 

This finding has direct implications for how the CEC names and frames itself publicly, 
discussed further in the Recommendations section. 

A related finding: multiple canvassers reported residents asking variations of, “Does it 
have to have climate in the name? Can’t it just be about community?” (Vernon CEC Deep 
Canvassing Focus Group, 2025, Session 7, January 2026). The quoted resident was 
otherwise highly supportive of the centre’s goals, scoring herself an eight out of ten.  

3.2 Climate Change Acknowledgement Without Urgency 

Across all nine sessions, a dominant pattern was not outright climate denial but rather a 
widespread sense that climate change exists as a real phenomenon, yet is experienced as 
distant, abstract, or someone else’s problem. This finding could be a result of the deep 
canvassing practice to not hold a “full conversation” with someone who selects as a 10 out 
of 10 on the 1 to 10 scale. All full conversations were with people who selected numbers 
lower than 10. Of that group, when canvassers shared their own story about experiencing 
a climate disaster and then asked if the resident had experienced something similar, a 
significant majority could name local climate events they had experienced or witnessed; for 
example, wildfires, smoke, the 2021 heat dome, an unusually warm and snow-free winter, 
but the same residents rarely volunteered these connections unprompted. 

One canvasser described needing to remind residents that the events of 2021 had 
happened before their concern activated: the fires, the heat dome, the atmospheric river. 
Once reminded, residents could ‘connect a little better,’ but it was as if the events had 
been compartmentalized rather than integrated into an ongoing concern. 

“Climate just isn’t a priority for them. Not even near the top of priority list.” 
(Vernon CEC Deep Canvassing Focus Group 5, 2026) 
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This pattern of awareness without urgency was more pronounced in lower-income areas 
and among older residents, and canvassers noted that pre-Christmas timing in one 
session may have amplified the cost-of-living preoccupation that temporarily crowded out 
other concerns. 

 

3.3 Soft Denial: The Latest Iteration of Denial 

Canvassers identified a newer, more sophisticated form of climate skepticism: not the 
outright claim that climate change is a hoax, but rather the position that climate change is 
real but its cause is either natural rather than human, or uncertain, and therefore not 
necessarily human-caused or addressable through human action. Canvassers organically 
termed this phenomenon “soft denial”. 

The prevalence of soft denial as the dominant coded theme across the dataset warrants 
particular attention. Outright rejection of climate science existed but was vastly superseded 
by residents who acknowledged local climate events such as fires, smoke, and unusual 
heat were increasing but attributed them to natural causes or as likely to be caused by 
natural cycles as human activity. This pattern aligns with what Lamb et al. (2020) describe 
as discourses of climate delay, and with Norgaard’s (2011) concept of climate 
normalization: the social process by which awareness of climate change is managed and 
neutralized in everyday life. The implication for the CEC is significant the primary 
communications challenge is not converting hard deniers but engaging a much larger 
population whose soft denial is comfortable, socially reinforced, and largely invisible to 
themselves. 

This framing appeared in strikingly consistent language across different sessions and 
different neighbourhoods. Canvassers heard versions of ‘the climate has always been 
changing’, ‘fires have always happened’, and ‘it’s natural cycles’ from residents who 
simultaneously acknowledged increases in fires, changes in seasons, and local 
environmental shifts. Canvassers spoke with four different men of European descent, all 
middle-aged tradespeople who lived in the same neighbourhood and produced four near-
identical conversations. While they acknowledged more frequent disasters, they all 
attributed this to natural causes and a stated belief that climate change is not human 
caused, but then followed by a score of 8 out of 10 support for the CEC, with one outlier 
being an 8.5 score. When asked why they supported a Climate Engagement Centre for 
Vernon when they believed that humans neither cause climate change nor can have an 
impact on reducing it, all these men replied that they knew people in their community who 
would want such a centre or would benefit from it. It should be noted that the phone data 
collection forms indicated that most of people who used this soft denial language also 
rated themselves lower in support of the CEC; however, the above series of observations 
suggests that soft denial is not always directly related to lower support of the Centre. 

Experienced canvassers identified soft denial as a qualitatively different challenge from the 
classic denial encountered in earlier climate activism and conversations. As one long-time 
canvasser put it: 

“They can’t deny climate but now they’re just kind of saying…trying to spread 
that instead. It’s the next phase. They know it’s real now. The disconnect I 
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find fascinating because they’ll say they don’t believe in climate change, but 
then they’ll give you examples of climate and it goes back and forth.” (Vernon 
CEC Deep Canvassing Focus Group, 2025, Session 4, January 2026) 

This framing effectively decouples acknowledgement of climate events from 
acknowledgement of human responsibility, insulating the speaker from the political and 
psychological implications of climate belief while allowing them to maintain a self-image of 
reasonableness. It is, in the words of one canvasser reporting on what they observed, “the 
latest iteration of climate denial”. 

3.4  Cost of Living as a Climate Barrier 

Across virtually every neighbourhood and every session, cost of living emerged as the 
most dominant concern competing with climate engagement. Residents spoke of debt, 
unaffordable housing, rising taxes, and the daily pressure of survival in a way that left little 
cognitive or emotional bandwidth for climate. Some residents understood the connection 
between climate change and the cost of living, however, most did not. 

This finding should not be read as residents being irrational or disengaged. Multiple 
canvassers noted the dignity and logic of residents who said, in effect: “I believe in climate 
change and I would care more if I weren’t spending all my energy surviving”. The Alexis 
Park sessions in particular, generated especially acute cost-of-living preoccupations. 
Canvassers were careful to note the research and ethical dimensions of this: these are 
community members who will be disproportionately affected by climate impacts and who 
have the least capacity to adapt individually. 

One canvasser raised an observation that resonated across the group: the cost-of-living 
framing may not be entirely organic. The language some residents used where ‘climate 
isn’t a priority, my cost of living is’ felt almost scripted, as though it had been repeated and 
reinforced through media and political messaging. This observation aligns with broader 
research1 on how conservative political messaging has deliberately linked climate concern 
with increased cost and very little benefit. 

3.5  A Gender Dimension 

Canvassers consistently observed a gender dimension in climate engagement at the door 
across multiple sessions by canvassers in both individual session debriefs and the final 
cross-session synthesis. Women were generally more open to discussing climate change, 
more likely to connect it to family wellbeing and intergenerational concern, and more 
receptive to the CEC concept overall. Men of European descent were more likely to 
dismiss climate change, deflect with soft denial or natural-cycle framing, or decline 
engagement at the door entirely. This pattern was documented most directly in Session 7, 
where one canvasser observed:  

“I thought there was an interesting gender divide in our responses. It seemed like 
we got like three or four women who were knowledgeable about climate change, 
you know, empathetic towards the centre opening. And then we had like one man 

 
1 Guntermann & Lachapelle, 2020; Tesler, 2018 
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who seemed to be okay with the concept of climate change, and all the other men 
either didn’t believe in climate change or didn’t want to interact with us” (Vernon 
CEC Deep Canvassing Focus Group, 2026, Session 7, January 17).  

A second canvasser in the same session immediately confirmed this observation, adding 
that women were “way more open to climate change, knowing how it affects their families 
and themselves” (Vernon CEC Deep Canvassing Focus Group, 2026, Session 7, January 
17). This pattern was independently corroborated in the final synthesis session, where 
multiple canvassers across different neighbourhood assignments identified it as a 
recurring cross-session trend, where even in speaking with couples together the woman 
would identify as believing in climate change, while her husband would indicate disbelief 
and a preference to not discuss it (Vernon CEC Deep Canvassing Focus Group, 2026, 
Session 10, February 27). Canvassers were careful to note this as a pattern rather than a 
rule as engaged and reflective men appeared in every session; however, the asymmetry 
was consistent enough to warrant consideration as a design factor in CEC programming 
and outreach. 

4. Findings: Community Resilience, Institutional & Social Trust 

4.1  Neighbourhood-Scale Trust 

One of the most consistent and hopeful findings across all nine sessions was the 
persistence of neighbourhood-scale trust and a belief that when a crisis hits, the people 
immediately around you will show up. Residents who expressed profound skepticism 
about government, institutions, and ‘the community’ in the abstract nonetheless articulated 
a robust faith in their immediate neighbours. This was heard repeatedly and across diverse 
demographics: 

“When shit hits the fan, people support one another.” (Vernon CEC 
Community Member, as reported in Deep Canvassing Focus Group, 2025, 
Session 5, December 6). 

Canvassers encountered this sentiment even in conversations that were otherwise deeply 
pessimistic. A man who expressed no faith in community institutions and no interest in the 
CEC still said he could count on his neighbours in a crisis. This distinction between diffuse 
institutional trust and immediate relational trust is significant for CEC design. It suggests 
the centre’s credibility will depend heavily on whether it is experienced as an extension of 
neighbourhood-scale relationships rather than as an institutional intervention from above. 

4.2  Distrust of Institutions and Government 

Profound distrust of government at all levels (municipal, provincial, and federal) was 
pervasive across almost every session. This was not confined to any particular political 
orientation: progressive residents distrusted government for failing to act on climate; 
conservative residents distrusted it for overreach, taxation, and inefficiency. The distrust 
was not merely attitudinal but grounded in specific negative experiences with municipal 
governance, provincial housing policy, and climate-related emergency response. 
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One resident described the federal government as being responsible for housing 
unaffordability, while another attributed the homelessness crisis directly to provincial and 
municipal policy failures. In Session 8, a canvasser reported a resident who said climate 
change was “just one more thing that will come and go” and blamed the NDP government 
for spreading climate misinformation, conflating climate skepticism with political grievance 
in a way that made the two inseparable (Vernon CEC Deep Canvassing Focus Group, 
2026, Session 8, January 31). In the same session, a resident expressed strong support 
for federal Liberal leader Mark Carney while condemning the provincial NDP and the 
Vernon mayor for what she described as enabling drug addiction and failing the 
community’s youth, illustrating the multi-directional and highly personal nature of 
institutional distrust. In Session 3, one resident expressed hostility to the NDP government 
and its excessive spending on programs, while in the same session another canvassing 
pair encountered a resident whose distrust was rooted in the provincial government’s 
failure to spend tax revenue usefully on community needs. Canvassers in Session 6 noted 
a resident who immediately responded to the mention of climate change with anger toward 
“the carbon tax”, a common response that collapses the distinction between climate 
concern and tax grievance into a single reflexive association (Vernon CEC Deep 
Canvassing Focus Group, 2026, Session 6, January 10).  

Progressive residents expressed a distinct and equally dispiriting form of government 
distrust as a sense of political defeat and paralysis in the face of a government unwilling or 
unable to act on climate. This was particularly pronounced in sessions conducted in late 
2025 and the beginning of January 2026, during a period of significant political turbulence 
in North America. In Session 4, a canvasser reported that residents were expressing a 
profound sense of individual futility:  

“Most people think they can’t make any difference at all, they’re one person... and 
people say, well, we’re gonna have to wait till we change government again or 
Trump is gone, and in a few years we can get back on it” (Vernon CEC Deep 
Canvassing Focus Group, 2025, Session 4, November 29).  

This sentiment was echoed in Session 9, where a canvasser reported a resident stating 
directly:  

“There’s nothing we can do. Like we’re gonna have to wait for three years and then 
maybe we can start this up again kind of thing. Because that’s when Trump will be 
gone” (Vernon CEC Deep Canvassing Focus Group, 2026, Session 9, February 7).  

What is analytically significant about these responses is that they do not reflect 
indifference to climate change, in fact the residents in question believed in it and were 
concerned, but rather a collapse of political agency at the macro level. 

Canvassers also heard residents describe politicians as “shysters” (Vernon CEC Deep 
Canvassing Focus Group, 2025, Session 5, December 6), express cynicism about where 
tax dollars go, and refer to government-organized community response as ineffective or 
even counterproductive. Importantly, this extended to the CEC concept itself: multiple 
residents asked, “how will this be funded?” and expressed concern that a centre built on 
government money would ultimately serve government interests rather than community 
ones alongside more practical concerns of affordability and increased taxation. In Session 
8, a canvasser summarized:  
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“everyone definitely agreed that it [climate change] was a thing, which was 
positive... overall everyone agreed it was a thing. But they also didn’t want it [CEC 
funding] to be taxpayer money, but then they also didn’t think it would work if it 
wasn’t" (Vernon CEC Deep Canvassing Focus Group, 2026, Session 8, January 
31).  

Residents wanted a community centre that was independent of government but doubted 
the viability of one that lacked government support. While federal and provincial 
government attracted the most intense distrust, local and neighbourhood-scale 
governance was viewed more charitably or at least with less hostility. In Session 4, 
canvassers noted that one resident drew a clear line between useless federal government 
and a local government that was “more aware of what the actual issues were and 
responsive to it”. In Session 6, a resident who worked for the city spoke warmly of 
municipal emergency provisions that protect vulnerable people during extreme weather. 
This gradient of trust appears lowest at the federal level moving higher at the more local 
levels and aligns with the neighbourhood-scale relational trust documented throughout this 
research and reinforces the argument that the CEC’s credibility will rest on its proximity to, 
and rootedness in, the local community rather than any association with higher-order 
government institutions. 

4.3  The People-Helping-People Consensus 

Across all nine sessions, the people helping people frame for community action emerged 
as universal and was present in conversations with climate change believers and skeptics, 
longtime Vernonites and recent arrivals.  

When residents were invited to think about how communities respond to crises, many 
stories of mutual aid: neighbours checking on neighbours, communities feeding and 
sheltering each other, people showing up for each other in disaster. Abstract concepts like 
“climate resilience” or “sustainability” generated mixed responses; concrete images of 
people helping people which was present as personal canvasser story sharing generated 
consistent warmth, recognition, and affirmation. 

This suggests that the CEC’s most powerful positioning is not as a climate organization but 
as a community resilience hub whose work happens to address climate-related 
challenges. The ‘people-helping-people’ frame offers common ground that seems to 
transcend the political polarization around climate. 

4.4  COVID-19 and the Erosion of Community 

Multiple sessions produced unprompted references to COVID-19 as a rupture point in 
Vernon’s social fabric. Residents and canvassers alike described how pandemic isolation 
had eroded informal casual connections, habits of showing up for each other, and social 
trust that accumulates through repeated low-stakes interaction. People described 
becoming more comfortable at home, more mistrustful of strangers, and more prone to 
spending time on social media rather than in person. 

One canvasser described a woman who had owned a coffee shop but sold it during the 
pandemic (Vernon CEC Community Member, as reported in Deep Canvassing Focus 
Group, 2025, Session 3, November 15). She now rarely leaves her house. Another 
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observed that “people are meaner” and “social trust dropped” as legacies of the pandemic 
period (Vernon CEC Community Member, as reported in Deep Canvassing Focus Group, 
2026, Session 6, January 10). 

This finding matters for CEC planning because it suggests the centre will need to do 
community-building relational work, not just provide programming. The infrastructure of 
informal social connection has, from the perspective of many Vernon residents, partially 
degraded and will need active rebuilding. 

4.5  Newcomers as a Resilience Asset 

Newcomers to Vernon, particularly those coming from countries from the global majority 
emerged as a vital community asset in this research. New Canadian residents often arrive 
with a deep and practised understanding of how communities care for one another, rich 
cross-cultural perspectives on what meaningful community infrastructure looks like, and a 
genuine eagerness to build belonging in a new place. Many newcomers have also 
experienced climate-related disasters firsthand, in contexts where government resources 
and emergency infrastructure were limited or absent. Notably, not a single new Canadian 
canvassers spoke with expressed skepticism about climate change which was a striking 
contrast to the soft denial encountered across much of the broader sample. Canvassers 
noted that conversations with residents who were new to the country consistently yielded 
higher levels of receptivity, warmth toward the CEC concept, and understanding of climate 
change impacting their daily lives, and expressed interest in increased community 
connection. 

Canvassers offered several interpretations. Newcomers may bring cultural frameworks in 
which community is a primary survival resource rather than a secondary preference. They 
may be actively seeking belonging and social infrastructure in a new place. They may be 
less embedded in the political divisions and cynicism that long-term Vernon residents 
carry. One canvasser observed: “The best conversation that we had is the lady who 
moved from [elsewhere]” to which a colleague immediately responded: “New people are 
more open” (Vernon CEC Deep Canvassing Focus Group, 2026, Session 6, January 10).  

5. Findings: Suggestions and Barriers for the CEC 

5.1  What Residents Want to See 

Despite the challenges documented in earlier sections, a meaningful number of residents 
offered positive and constructive suggestions for the CEC when given the opportunity. 
These were often conditional and tied to concerns about funding, naming, or framing but 
reflected genuine interest in the concept. Key suggestions included: 

• Information and resources available in a welcoming, non-pressured environment  

• Prayer spaces or culturally inclusive provisions that would make residents from 
diverse faith backgrounds feel welcome 

• Activities that connect people across neighbourhoods and generations 

• Programming that involves schools and young people 
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• Small, bite-sized actions rather than overwhelming asks 

• Low-barrier, practical activities, like repair cafes, and similar skill-sharing 
workshops. 

• A focus on practical emergency preparedness, including support for wildfire 
evacuation 

5.2  Barriers to Engagement 

The barriers identified by residents were as instructive as the suggestions. The most 
frequently cited were: 

• Naming and framing: the word climate acting as a filter that prevents engagement 
from residents who do not identify as environmentalists 

• Climate denial and political polarization: the potential presence of climate skeptics 
whose opposition might make programming challenging; Soft denial prevents some 
people from participating 

• Politicians as potential barriers: concern that political opposition at the municipal 
level could complicate the centre’s establishment or legitimacy 

• Financial concern: anxiety about whether a CEC would cost taxpayers money or 
eventually require financial contributions from users 

• Time and busyness: the daily demands of work, family, and economic survival 
leaving little bandwidth for community engagement 

• A general sense that organized community efforts fail in non-crisis periods: as one 
canvasser memorably summarized a resident’s thoughts, “we do better when shit 
hits the fan than on a day-to-day basis” (Vernon CEC Deep Canvassing Focus 
Group, 2025, Session 5, December 6). 

6. Cross-Cutting Themes and Analysis 

6.1  The Scoff-Then-Eight/Support Phenomenon 

One of the most analytically interesting patterns to emerge across the nine sessions was 
what might be called the Scoff-Then-Eight Phenomenon: residents, particularly men, who 
presented initially as dismissive or skeptical of the CEC concept, but who when asked to 
give a numerical rating of their support, gave surprisingly high scores (often seven or eight 
out of ten), citing community concern as their reason. 

The pattern was documented most clearly in a session involving four conversations with 
tradespeople in their forties, as mentioned in the soft denial section on page 8, all of whom 
“kind of scoffed at the idea of climate change” but whose scores averaged around eight. 
Their reasoning was consistently other-directed: they personally might not use the centre, 
but they knew people in their community who would, and they could see the value for 
others. 

This finding suggests that outward performance of skepticism masks underlying 
community concern and that deep canvassing may be uniquely suited to accessing this 
gap. The implication for the CEC is significant: a portion of its potential support base will 
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never self-identify as supporters in public discourse but will quietly affirm the centre’s value 
when asked directly and non-judgmentally. 

6.2  Othering and Self-Sufficiency 

A related pattern emerged in higher-income residential areas: residents who were 
personally well-resourced expressed support for the CEC as a service for people who 
were less fortunate, more vulnerable, and more in need rather than as something they 
themselves would use. This “not for me” dynamic appeared in both progressive and 
conservative framings. 

One canvasser described this as a form of othering that was simultaneously well-
intentioned and distancing: the resident is prepared to endorse and even volunteer for a 
centre that serves people they implicitly see as different from themselves. The challenge 
for CEC design is to create an environment that is genuinely universal and not 
experienced as a social service for the vulnerable, but as a community hub that everyone 
belongs to and could benefit from. 

6.3  Cognitive Dissonance: Knowing and Not-Knowing at the Same Time 

One of the most striking patterns to emerge across the nine sessions was a pervasive 
cognitive dissonance in how Vernon residents related to climate change. This took two 
distinct forms: residents who feared wildfire, smoke, drought, and increasing disasters but 
resisted the climate change label; and residents who accepted climate change 
intellectually but would not acknowledge any personal impact or potential future 
vulnerability. Both forms of dissonance were documented repeatedly across sessions and 
neighbourhoods, and both have significant implications for CEC design. 

The first form was the most common. Canvassers consistently described conversations in 
which residents articulated vivid, embodied experiences of climate-related events like 
evacuations, summers choked with smoke, and with no snow but declined to connect 
these experiences to climate change as a concept. In Session 7, a canvasser described 
this dynamic: “They couldn’t connect their lived experience to climate change because 
they had already pushed it outside of themselves. But then as soon as [Canvasser] would 
ask them about lived experience, they’d immediately jump into a story about how they’ve 
experienced climate change. So there’s some really interesting disconnect going on there” 
(Vernon CEC Deep Canvassing Focus Group, 2026, Session 7, January 24). 

A particularly vivid illustration came in Session 8, where a canvasser described a man with 
an electric truck in his driveway who acknowledged that the winters were visibly changing, 
“he kind of gestured around, he’s like I see that it’s different”, but when climate change 
was named directly, responded: “that’s not really a thing… climate’s always been 
changing. The dissonance was high” (Vernon CEC Deep Canvassing Focus Group, 2026, 
Session 8, January 31). In the same session, a man who had watched his street fill with 
embers during a wildfire, whose neighbours across the road had been evacuated, 
nonetheless said: “I’ve lived in Vernon for 50 years and the climate’s always been like 
this… it’ll come and go like everything else. We had a hole in the ozone layer, everyone 
was worried, and then it just went away” (Vernon CEC Community Member, as reported in 
Deep Canvassing Focus Group, 2026, Session 8, January 31). 
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In Session 8, one canvasser observed: 

“The disconnect I find fascinating because they’ll say they don’t believe in 
climate change, but then they’ll give you examples of climate and it goes 
back and forth… it’s like they’re having this mental struggle - how can I keep 
being a climate denier when all this is going down?” (Vernon CEC Deep 
Canvassing Focus Group, 2026, Session 8, January 31). 

Another canvasser in Session 7 reached for the language of psychology to describe what 
they were encountering at the door: “The word that comes to mind for me is dissociation… 
it’s this soft denialism. Climate’s changing, it’s always changing, are we doing things that 
might be making it a little worse? Yeah maybe. And it’s kind of like armour. Just a way of 
keeping it away” (Vernon CEC Deep Canvassing Focus Group, 2026, Session 7, January 
24). 

The second form of dissonance, acceptance without personal investment, was less 
prevalent overall and was more common in owner-occupied, higher-income 
neighbourhoods such as the Foothills. Canvassers described residents who expressed 
genuine concern about climate change but framed any responsibility for response as 
belonging to someone else: the government, the younger generation, or people worse off 
than themselves. In Session 4, a canvasser noted a resident who believed in climate 
change but said plainly that addressing it was “for the young people to do” (Vernon CEC 
Community Member, as reported in Deep Canvassing Focus Group, 2025, Session 4, 
November 29). A canvasser in Session 6 described a woman who expressed full support 
for the CEC while simultaneously saying it was “not for me, for other people” (Vernon CEC 
Deep Canvassing Focus Group, 2026, Session 6, January 10). This pattern recurred in 
Session 7, where one canvasser summarised a resident saying: “I do see the need for it, 
but not for me, for other people…which kind of feels backhanded” (Vernon CEC Deep 
Canvassing Focus Group, 2026, Session 7, January 24). 

In Session 4, a canvasser offered an interpretation of what drives the first form of 
dissonance, reflecting on two residents whose naturalization framing she had found 
unconvincing: 

“I almost felt like it was an emotional protection response to minimize that 
reality… Is it so that I don’t have to interfere with the way I live my life? Is it 
because this is scary and I really don’t want to deal with those emotions? 
Hard to know. But when they said yeah, climate, yeah, but it’s not it — I 
didn’t believe them fully. I just got a sense that there was more.” (Vernon 
CEC Deep Canvassing Focus Group, 2025, Session 4, November 29). 

This interpretation that soft denial may be less a considered position than a psychological 
defence against overwhelming fear aligns with Norgaard’s (2011) concept of climate 
normalization and has significant implications for how the CEC approaches community 
engagement. If residents are not indifferent to climate change but actively managing their 
awareness of it, the CEC’s role is not to inform or persuade but to create conditions of 
safety in which people can lower their “armour”. Deep canvassing itself may be uniquely 
suited to this. As one canvasser in the final synthesis session observed, the approach 
works not by presenting facts but by creating the relational conditions in which residents 
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feel safe enough to acknowledge what they already know (Vernon CEC Deep Canvassing 
Focus Group, 2026, Session 10, February 27). 

7. Recommendations 

The following recommendations are grounded in the nine sessions of deep canvassing 
and focus group research. They are offered as design and communications guidance for 
the establishment of the Vernon CEC. 

7.1  Frame the CEC Around People-Helping-People, Not Climate Advocacy 

The single most consistent finding across all sessions is that people helping people is a 
the common ground that transcends political polarization on climate. The CEC should be 
named, described, and experienced primarily as a community resilience and connection 
hub, not as a climate advocacy organization. Climate content and programming can and 
should be present, but the centre’s public identity should foreground community, 
preparedness, and mutual aid. 

7.2  Rethink the Name 

The phrase climate in Climate Engagement Centre will filter out a meaningful proportion of 
the population the centre hopes to serve. Consideration should be given to a name that 
foregrounds community connection, neighbourhood preparedness, or resilience rather 
than climate. If the climate framing is retained, it should be secondary to the community 
framing in all public communications. 

7.3  Use Language of Natural Disasters and Local Experience 

In community communications and canvassing, language about local wildfires, smoke, 
drought, and emergency preparedness consistently lands better than the phrase climate 
change. Communications should foreground the local and the experiential, allowing 
residents to make their own connections. 

7.4  Prioritize Newcomer Outreach and Inclusion 

Newcomers to Vernon emerged as the most engaged, hopeful, and community-oriented 
population encountered in this research. They should be a primary target for outreach, not 
a secondary afterthought. This includes ensuring that programming, communications, and 
physical space are culturally inclusive, and that mechanisms exist for newcomers to shape 
the centre’s direction, not just receive its services. 

7.5  Pursue Low-Barrier, Practical Programming 

Residents consistently expressed interest in practical, low-barrier activities like repair 
cafes, informal information resources, and emergency preparedness workshops over 
formal lecture or advocacy programming. The CEC should build its initial programming 
around activities that people can show up to without feeling that they are joining a cause or 
a movement. 

7.6  Invest in Informal Community Infrastructure 
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The COVID-19 pandemic eroded informal community connections that the CEC can help 
rebuild. Programming should include unstructured social time, not just structured activities. 
The centre’s physical design should facilitate informal gathering and spontaneous 
connection, not only organized events. 

7.7  Address the Funding Question Directly and Early 

Financial concern was one of the most consistent barriers named by residents. The CEC’s 
communications and community engagement should proactively address how the centre 
will be funded, who it serves, and what, if anything, it will cost users. Transparency about 
governance and funding sources will build trust, particularly given the institutional 
skepticism documented in this research. 

7.8  Develop a Strategy for the “Othering” Dynamic 

The “not for me, for others” pattern documented in higher-income areas suggests the CEC 
should be deliberate about creating experiences that make everyone feel they belong and 
could benefit not just the most vulnerable. Universal programming alongside targeted 
support will help build a community hub rather than a social service.7.9 

8. Conclusion 

Vernon is a community that contains multitudes. Deep canvassing conversations across 
nine Saturday sessions revealed a city whose residents are simultaneously concerned 
about their futures and exhausted by the present; distrustful of institutions and faithful to 
their neighbours; skeptical of climate rhetoric and quietly supportive of community 
resilience.  

The research is clear that the CEC concept resonates when it is experienced as local, 
practical, community-owned, and oriented toward the human relationships that residents 
most value. It faces real headwinds when it is experienced as ideologically coded, 
government-funded, or disconnected from daily life. 

The deep canvassing process itself was not merely a data-collection method. It was, as 
more than one canvasser observed, a form of community building in its own right. The 
conversations that happened on those doorsteps, including the difficult ones, were part of 
the slow work of strengthening the social tissue that a Climate Engagement Centre will 
eventually need to thrive. 

The research team is grateful to the volunteers who gave their Saturdays to this work, who 
knocked on doors in the cold, who listened without judgment to perspectives that sometimes 
challenged their own, and who brought honesty and care to the post-session focus groups. 
Their observations are the foundation of this report. 
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Appendix 1: Deep Canvassing Script 

  
This material was developed off the learnings of many other deep canvassers and 
organizations, including Neighbours United and the New Conversation Initiative. 
Please always acknowledge Neighbours United in situations when Neighbours 
United’s materials, or materials closely based on Neighbours United’s materials, are 
being used or referenced.  
 

STEP 1: INTRODUCTION & FIRST RATING 
 

 
Hi, I’m ____ with the Vernon Climate Engagement Centre (CEC) Network, a local 
community group, and we’re having conversations with neighbours about a new project 
here in Vernon. First, I’d like to ask, what do you like about living here?  
  
 [If there’s pushback:] We aren’t asking for money or trying to sell you something. 
We’re a  

local  group seeking to have honest conversations about community resilience so 
we can learn how to support our communities’ needs and find solutions that work 
for more people.  

 
As I said, my name is ____. What’s your name? Nice to meet you! This is my friend ____. 
I’ll get right into it:  
 
I would love to hear your thoughts on community resilience. In the face of wildfires, fruit 
crop failures, the rising cost of living, and heat waves, what role do you think the 
community should play in supporting people?  
 
Our group is considering creating a physical space devoted to building resilience for 
Vernon residents. It would be a self-funded space to provide training and tips to address 
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climate change and the issues that impact all of us. Do you think the Vernon community 
can come together to face important issues together? (Why/why not?) 
 
 
I’m curious to know, how much would you be in favour of a Climate Engagement 
Centre opening here in Vernon on a scale from 0 to 10– where 0 is not at all in favour, 
10 is completely in favour, and 5 is somewhere in the middle?  
 
 
 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
Not at all in favour   Not sure/in the middle Completely in favour 

 
 

Why is that the right number for you? What are some reasons you are in favour of a 
Climate Engagement Centre? What are some reasons you aren’t in favour?  
 
{If 10, flip to the last page} 
 
 
 
[If they say they don’t know enough about the centre to give a rating:] 
 

The centre doesn’t exist yet, it’s still in its very early stages, so we don’t know 
exactly how the funding will work, but the goal is to make it self-funded, not 
government funded. We have a team of researchers at UBCO who are helping us 
plan a space that is self-sustaining. 

 
The idea for a Climate Engagement Centre comes from the UK, where there are 
over 30 centres that are all different depending on what their specific community 
needs, and they offer things like repair cafes for things like appliances and bicycles, 
community fridges, film screenings and guest lectures, free financial advice from 
advisors to "climate proof" your home and reduce energy bills, knitting circles, and 
social programs including men's mental health, building employable skills, and 
refugee support.  

 
Our space could include those things, but it depends on what the community 
needs.The goal is to be a supportive space that provides new skills and tools to 
address the many facets of the climate crisis, and other crises. We’re taking 
feedback on what people want to see from the centre so it works for as many 
people as possible.  

 
 After hearing all of this, what is coming up for you?  
 
 [Return to the scale- GET A RATING! “What’s your gut reaction?]  
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STEP 2: STORYTELLING  

 
 
STORY SHARE 1: CLIMATE STAKES   
 
In having these conversations, I’ve heard your neighbours share their concerns about the 
impacts of climate change right here in the Okanagan. When you hear the words 
‘climate change’, what does that bring up for you? [Why?] For me,  
 
[Share YOUR Climate Stakes Story]  
 
Have you or someone you care about experienced something like that?  
 
[If they say no/they don’t know, try asking one of the 
following:] 
 

● Have you noticed the impacts of climate change 

here in Vernon? 

● What concerns you the most about climate change?  

● When you think about climate change, are there 

people in your life you’re concerned about? 

 
 
 
STORY SHARE 2: COMMUNITY RESILLIENCE 
 
I’m curious to know how you feel about being part of a community. Do you feel like you 
can trust your neighbours and community members in times of trouble? [Why/Why not?] 
For me,  
 
[Share YOUR Community Resilience Story]  
 
What does that bring up for you?  
[If they say no/they don’t know, try asking one of the following:] 
 

● Have you ever been in a situation where you had to ask a neighbour or community 

member for help?  

● Can you think of a time when you showed up in support of a neighbour or friend?  

● Is there a time you needed help from your neighbours/community and didn’t get it?  

● Have you heard stories from other places where people showed up to help or 

support their neighbours/fellow community members in a time of crisis?  

 

 Tell me 

Detail 

How did 

Tell me more… 

Details: Who? When? 

How did that FEEL? 

Why? 

How did that FEEL? 
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STEP 3: PROCESSING DISSONANCE  
 

I hear that you’re concerned about [personal impacts of climate change]. We also talked 
about people coming together in a crisis to help one another. Do you think that is 
possible in Vernon for us to come together in advance of a crisis and organize 
ourselves? 
 
What are the strengths of our community when it comes to organizing ourselves? 
What do you think stops people from organizing ourselves? Do you think we can 
overcome that?  
 
 
STEP 4: MAKING THE CASE 

 
Times are tough, they’re only getting tougher, and the fact is the more we struggle, the 
more we need each other. But how do we organize ourselves? Our idea is to build a 
network of community groups to manage a space where we can share skills with each 
other, build relationships and trust, and organize ourselves to advocate for what we want 
to see in Vernon. We need to continue to have discussions with one another in these 
divided times and remember that everyone’s voice matters, and that includes yours. Your 
input and participation can have a positive impact and shape the way this centre and this 
community looks.  
 
At the beginning of our conversation I asked you about a new local project in town, a 
Climate Engagement Centre that would offer workshops, training and events related to 
climate change that is guided by the needs of the people here in Vernon. How do you feel 
about that now?  
 
What would you like to see in a future Climate Engagement Centre? What would 
make you feel welcome in this space?  

 
STEP 5: FINAL RATING & WRAP-UP 

 
So to wrap things up, I want to go back to that scale question I started with: How much 
would you be in favour of a Climate Engagement Centre opening up here in Vernon, 
on that same 0 to 10 scale, where 0 is not at all in favour, and 10 is completely in favour?  

Tell me more… 

 
Tell me 

Details: Who? 

 did that 

Details: Who? When? 

How did that FEEL? 

Why? 

How did that FEEL? 
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0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  

Not at all in favour   Not sure/in the middle Completely in favour 
 

Before you said you were a __, now you are a __. Why is that the right number for 
you now? 
 
 

 
STEP 6: THE ASK  
 
I really appreciate you having this conversation with me.  
 
The Vernon CEC Network is having a Visioning Event on February 21st where your voice 
and opinions on what the centre should look like are encouraged. Here’s a postcard 
inviting you to a visioning workshop. If you’re interested in coming, please get in touch.  
 
Will you sign up to be a friend of the Vernon Climate Engagement Centre? We will keep 
you updated on the project as it progresses.  
 

 
IF FIRST RATING IS 10 

 
Great. It sounds like we’re on the same page. I really want this centre too. I’m curious, Do 
you think that it is possible in Vernon for us to come together in advance of a crisis 
and organize ourselves? 
 
What are the strengths of our community when it comes to organizing ourselves? 
What do you think stops people from organizing ourselves? Do you think we can 
overcome that?  
 
What would you like to see in a future Climate Engagement Centre? What would 
make you feel welcome in this space?  
 
 
 
STEP 6: THE ASK  

 
I really appreciate you having this conversation with me.  
 
The Vernon CEC Network is having a Visioning Event on February 21st where your voice 
and opinions on what the centre should look like are encouraged. Here’s a postcard 
inviting you to a visioning workshop. If you’re interested in coming, please get in touch.  
 
Will you sign up to be a friend of the Vernon Climate Engagement Centre? We will keep 
you updated on the project as it progresses.  
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Appendix 2: Phone Data Form 
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* Indicates 
required question 
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