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Background 
Clean energy technology is available to too few residents of Silicon Valley. For example, rooftop solar 
systems often require large upfront investments, which put them out of reach for low-income families. 
Similarly, without financial incentives, buying or leasing an electric vehicle (EV) can be prohibitively 
expensive. The limited number of EV charging stations in low-income neighborhoods and in multi-family 
housing units represents another deterrent to widespread EV use. To address inequities in the adoption 
of clean energy technology, Acterra convened an invitation-only group of 42 experts from 33 
organizations on October 18, 2018 to prototype solutions for accelerating the pace of adoption of clean 
energy technologies across all income levels.  This event, Clean Energy Access for All: A “Design Sprint” 
on Funding Models, catalyzed the creation of a webinar, working groups, and a white paper. See more 
information at https://www.acterra.org/clean-energy-for-all.	

Metrics Working Group 
The Metrics Working Group was a planned outcome of the “Clean Energy Access for All:  A ‘Design 
Sprint’ on Funding Models” held in October, 2018.  The original goal of the group was to “identify a 
standard set of metrics for CBO programs, to enable funders and public agencies to understand and 
compare programs’ impact on climate change mitigation and direct benefit to community 
stakeholders.”  The group met by conference call monthly for six months. Members included: 

• Nancy Grove, Acterra (co-chair) 
• Susan Wright, Ecology Action (now San Mateo County Office of Sustainability)  (co-chair) 
• Sara Chandler, Elemental Excelerator 
• Rebecca Garewal, Rachel E. Golden Foundation 
• Ash McNeely, Sand Hill Foundation 
• Julie Noblitt, Acterra 

Context 
The premise of “The Giving Code,” which posed important questions that the Design Sprint sought to 
address, was that philanthropy in the social and environmental services was thriving in the Bay Area, but 
that the rising generation of philanthropists, based largely in the tech sector, directed most of their 
funding to national and global non-profits rather than to community-based organizations (CBO’s).  The 
monograph hypothesized that this pattern was due to an expectation of young, wealthy funders to have 
detailed “business case” information regarding their philanthropic “return on investment.” 
Unfortunately, smaller, community-based non-profits have been funded for years with the expectation 
that most resources will be spent on programs with very little expended on infrastructure.  Thus, it has 
been very difficult to develop that infrastructure:  “dashboards” populated with real- or near-real-time 
metrics data, progress on key performance indicators, development of a coherent theory of change, etc.  
All of this takes personnel not engaged in directly staffing programs. 
 



Process   
We began with the idea that we should be assembling a list of standardized metrics, addressing 
environmental, social, and financial issues, that could be used by CBO’s working on environmental 
mitigation and adaptation in low-income communities.  It became apparent that this approach was 
overly rigid, for reasons identified in the white paper reporting on the Design Sprint:  “There is 
sometimes a disconnect between the data funders would like to have and the data that nonprofits are 
able to collect. From non-profit strategy to community deployment, too much focus is placed on the 
narrative that the low-income community is a consumer rather than a partner and participant. 
Ultimately, there needs to be flexibility in metric creation and reporting. Rigorous reporting 
requirements do not support adaptive program implementation. Rigidity also hinders co-discovery with 
the community of what outcomes matter most to those we are trying to help.” 
 
As we researched the literature around metrics, it became clear that there were many standardized sets 
of metrics already published, such as IRIS, the SDG’s, GRI, the Guidestar Metrics Catalog, etc.  The 
challenge, then, was to make our affiliated CBO’s aware of these metrics sets, and help them link them 
to their Theory of Change (which, in many cases, would mean assisting them to develop a Theory of 
Change), along with identifying data collection methods and procedures to provide appropriate data 
input to the selected metrics.  Also, since selection of metrics, as described by the white paper’s 
authors, needs to involve the community served, and adapt over time as community needs change, 
some degree of customization of standard metrics based on community input would be desirable. 
 
In our search for resources, we discovered that a small firm based in Milpitas, CA called SoPact 
(https://www.sopact.com/) had developed off-the-shelf software with configurable modules to 
incorporate standard metrics, develop custom metrics, link data inputs to metrics, and link metrics to 
Theory of Change statements.  After several conversations with SoPact management, they have allowed 
one of our members to use their software on a trial basis, and are willing to discuss a partnership.  They 
have a not-for-profit arm, and would be willing to provide technical support to small nonprofits trying to 
use their system.	

Next Steps   
With “Phase I” of research and discovery completed through the Metrics Working Group, we 
recommend that one organization – most likely one of the CBO’s who attended the Sprint --  take the 
lead and find funding to help the other CBO’s establish their strategic frameworks as necessary and 
move into impact measurement, possibly partnering with SoPact.  We recommend that this stage have 
two phases:   

• Phase IIa would involve up to three organizations, with Theory of Change and data inputs 
already developed, using the software (we recommend looking for additional vendors, but in 
our search SoPact appeared to be unique) on a pilot basis and building their impact 
measurement capability.  A desirable outcome at this phase would be that two of the 
organizations with aligned metrics could use the new tool to apply jointly for a grant, allowing us 
to measure grant makers’ reactions to the software output.  

• Phase IIb would be the development of a “learning community” of as many of the other CBO’s 
as were interested and able to take advantage of the opportunity.  This would involve several 
webinars and partial day events designed to develop CBOs’ Theory of Change, putative metrics, 
and data inputs. 



Finally, a Phase III would be for all the CBO’s who completed the “learning community” 
exercises and are prepared to proceed, to work with the platform and the pilot 
organizations to develop their own impact measurement dashboards.  This would allow, 
across the region, many partnering opportunities and an ecosystem where environmental 
needs are easily identified and duplicative effort is avoided.  For funders it would allow at-a-
glance assessment of how their portfolios are performing, and it would allow the local CBO 
ecosystem to be competitive, at last, with national and global nonprofits for funds. 

	
 


