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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

MARYLAND IS A NATIONAL LEADER IN FOLKLIFE 

Maryland is now celebrating 44 years as a national leader in folklife.  It is the oldest 

continuously operating 

statewide program devoted to 

documenting and presenting a 

state’s cultural and artistic 

traditions.   Longtime MSAC 

Executive Director Jim Backus 

recognized early on that 

community-based traditional 

arts deserve the attention and 

support provided to other art 

forms.  He recognized that 

government support is 

especially important for folk 

arts since these artists and 

their art forms are much less 

able or likely to benefit from 

private funding.  Under his 

visionary leadership, George 

Carey was hired in 1974 as the first folklorist based in a state arts council in the nation.  George 

researched and collected folklife across Maryland and developed deep relationships with 

artists and communities which continue to this day.  His work culminated in 1976 with the 

first of several Maryland Folk Festivals, and with a legacy of highly-qualified folklorists 

including Charley Camp, Rory Turner, Cliff Murphy and now Chad Buterbaugh. Under 

Turner’s direction, the folklife program joined forces with Maryland Historical Trust in a 

highly successful interagency collaboration to create a robust infrastructure supporting 

folklife and traditional culture in the state through a network of partner organizations.  Called 

Maryland Traditions, the program launched in 2001 with crucial grant support from the 

National Endowment of the Arts. This unprecedented collaboration was bolstered by the 

complementary work of Elaine Eff, Michelle Stefano and now Ashley Minner.  
   

The timing could hardly be better for this initiative. In 2017, The National Council for the 

Traditional Arts (NCTA) and the Maryland State Arts Council announced that the NCTA had 

selected Salisbury, MD as the site of their flagship program, The National Folk Festival, from 

2018-2020. The “National” began in 1934 and is the oldest multi-cultural traditional arts 
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celebration in the nation. It attracts well over one hundred thousand visitors annually and will 

provide an opportunity to showcase folklife in   our state and extensively market and publicize 

the Maryland Folklife Center as it develops. The Maryland Folklife Center will have a prominent 

place in this event and will use the opportunity to build its database of followers. The Center will 

benefit from this remarkable audience development opportunity and build from this momentum 

in terms of its own programs and services as it grows in partnership with this flagship festival.  

 

Equally as auspicious are the possibilities offered by the need for the Maryland State Arts Council 

to relocate soon. New MSAC Executive Director Ken Skrzesz has considered this move in his 

planning process and the Council is exploring innovative possibilities that include developing a 

facility that would be a dynamic home for the arts in Maryland. Ideas that have been discussed 

include having an exhibit space, gift shop, performance venue, meeting and workshop space, and 

a culture and technology incubator. A facility of this nature would be an ideal location for the 

Maryland Folklife Center and present extraordinary opportunities for this new institution to 

serve the public and partner with communities statewide to sustain their cultural vitality.  
 

Building from a legacy of innovation and excellence and seizing these opportunities, now is an 

ideal time to creatively re-envision folklife in Maryland.  

THE VISION FOR A STATEWIDE FOLKLIFE CENTER 

With this robust history as backdrop, the Maryland State Arts Council (under the leadership 

of MSAC Executive Director Theresa Colvin), made it a part of its strategic plan to explore 

the feasibility of creating an innovative center for the study and presentation of Maryland 

folklife. Recognizing the folklife program’s continuous trajectory of growth as a significant 

institutional and cultural asset, the center’s main aim would be twofold:  

 

1. To promote the importance, and richness, of living cultural traditions throughout the 

state; and  

2. To help safeguard these living cultural traditions for the future.  

 



 

With these key aims in mind, the center was envisioned by the Council as a multifaceted 

initiative to serve the needs of a diverse 

population by: 

  

● Serving as a venue for performances 

and demonstrations;  

● Displaying and interpreting material 

culture related to Maryland folklife; 

and  

● Acting as an educational center, and 

potential research center for scholars 

and the public with respect to 

accessing the extensive state folklife 

archives.  

 

To begin, MSAC convened a group of stakeholders from across the state and the mid-Atlantic 

region in June 2015 to gather ideas, perspectives, needs, and concerns that might inform the 

feasibility of a proposed Center to meet the needs of Maryland’s cultural communities – 

including artists, organizations, audiences, and educators. Out of this visioning session came 

the support to move forward with a feasibility study.  An RFP was developed and released 

in 2016.  The two stated core goals of the study were: 

  

● To provide recommendations for three possible ways forward (i.e., potential 

scenarios) in creating a center; and  

● To provide a weighted analysis of the strengths and weaknesses of these options, 

including an assessment and outline of costs for each.  

 

A Research Team composed of faculty, alumni and students from the Master of Arts 

programs in Cultural Sustainability and Management at Goucher College was selected to 

carry out this study, with administrative management by the National Council for 

Traditional Arts and oversight by a Steering Committee composed of key stakeholders in the 

state.   

 

THE FEASIBILITY STUDY   

The Goucher team began work on the feasibility study in late April 2017 using an 

ethnographic approach to ensure broad participation.  Our recommendations below are 

based on data collected between April and November from over 500 people (including 

Spanish speakers) through community forums, interviews and survey responses.  Our 

community forums were designed to reach into every region in the state and included the 

perspectives of traditional artists, community leaders, staff from cultural organizations and 



 

sister agencies, folklorists, and Maryland Traditions partners.  The yellow dots on the map 

below indicate where we held Community Forums.  

 

Throughout the Fall, we worked with a team of students to code and analyze over 20 hours 

of recorded forum conversations and interviews, as well as 396 survey responses.  This data 

informed the three final scenarios.  Core recommendations from the constituents include: 

● Whatever its structure, the Folklife Center should stand alone as its own 501C3 entity 

to ensure nimbleness and be eligible for grants, donations, membership structures, 

and contracts to support its work. 

● Branding and marketing of folklife in the state is critical to the sustainability of folklife 

programs and events, to raise community consciousness, and promote what makes 

Maryland distinct 

● Governance and programming should be decentralized to ensure the broadest impact 

and participation.  The Nerve Center (offices and staff) should be anchored in a 

shared, publicly accessible space. 

 

Based on the comments from the constituents, and from conversations with folklife 

organizations around the country, three models were proposed as potential stand-alone 

entities. 

 

● The Maryland Digital Media Folklife Center with emphasis on digital access 

● The Centers for Maryland Folklife with emphasis on networking 

● Maryland Folklife Place with emphasis on a central destination 

 

We presented our three suggested scenarios at the Final Forum in 

mid-November and again to the Steering Committee in December.  

Participants were invited to assess each model and make 

recommendations.  At least two participants from each of the nine 

community forums were present at the final forum, allowing for 

continuity throughout the study.  Perhaps the most important result 

was an overwhelming sense that we should create a 4th scenario that 

incorporates the best of the three models in a modular approach that 

can be developed in response to the environment around it.    

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Our study demonstrates broad support for a Folklife Center that would sustain and draw 

attention to what makes Maryland special – the artistic and cultural traditions that are valued 

by diverse communities from the mountains to the bay.   Maryland is currently blessed with 

a strong folklife program and a solid foundation upon which to build a transformative and 

visionary twenty-first century folklife center.  Once again, Maryland has an opportunity to 

Like folklife itself, 

this model holds at 

its core the ability 

to flex, adapt, and 

respond to the 

needs of those who 

create it. 



 

take the lead in reimagining public folklife.  This feasibility study provides a set of 

recommendations to move forward.  

 

Our research has revealed that constituents and stakeholders want enhanced resources for local 

initiatives, whilst also looking for support and visibility through a centralized organization that 

could develop and offer cultural and educational programming and services. We recommend 

addressing these needs through a two pronged approach: an enhancement of the existing MSAC 

Maryland Traditions program, and the development of a 501(c)3 organization, the Maryland 

Folklife Center.  

 

 

Recommendations for Maryland Traditions 

 

 3 percent for folklife. Demonstrate commitment to folklife in the state by establishing an annual 

line item of three percent of the MSAC budget to go to Folklife grants and projects.  This would 

help grow the network and build stakeholder support for the Maryland Folklife Center. 

 

 Folklife as a component of Community Arts Development grants.  Add a question to the CAD grant 

application that asks how the organization is working with or addressing folklife in their region.  

This would broaden awareness and eventually lead to new programs. 

 

 Strengthen the partnership with UMBC.  As the current home of the folklife archives, with access 

to scholars and students, the partnership with UMBC is critical to achieving the the goal of 

digitizing the archives and making them broadly available for educational uses. 

 

Recommendations for Maryland Folklife Center 

 

 Create a 501(c)3 – It was clear from our research that the Maryland Folklife Center should be 

conceived as an independent non-profit entity.  This will expand opportunities for fundraising, 

broaden its ability to be responsive to community needs, and enable flexibility and nimbleness to 

pursue partnerships that support programming and operations.  

 

 Consider the Mission Statement:  While the RFP for this feasibility study stated the purpose of a 

potential folklife center is to study, document, interpret, and present the traditional arts and 

culture in Maryland, it was clear from the narrative comments from stakeholders that a larger 

mission might be to honor and support folklife in the state while assuring cultural equity and 

inclusion of communities across the state.  In fact, participants were eager to steer away from 

terms like diversity, in favor of terms like inclusion. 

 

 Consider the Name:   Several constituents suggested we not use the term Folklife in the name of 

the center.  Concepts like quaint, amateur, and primitive, are sometimes associated with folklife, 

leading people to dismiss the power and impact that traditions have in our lives. While we believe 

it is a strong term and, with a good branding campaign, could be better understood, one idea 



 

might be to adopt the Maryland Traditions moniker for the work of the 501 (c) 3 and use Maryland 

Folklife Program for the grant making and services of MSAC and its partners. 

 

 Adopt an approach that draws on the best practices of the three originally suggested models.  While 

each of the three models developed for this feasibility study could stand on their own, we are 

recommending an approach that builds toward a new, expansive structure over time and 

addresses the needs of all constituents. This approach is shaped by our research, but also by 

promising developments and planning by the Maryland State Arts Council as it envisions a 

future in which a Maryland Folklife Center could be a primary partner.  Details are outlined 

below.  

 

We also believe that a stand-alone flagship center is financially unrealistic, especially at a 

time when the MSAC is considering its own expansion.   We present a flexible approach that 

allows for development toward that vision over time while testing the waters and building 

support.  Therefore, we recommend that the center be conceived either as an anchor 

institution in the newly envisioned Studio Maryland, or as a partner in another relevant 

organization. Using this approach makes the vision of a statewide folklife center feasible. 

 

 Create a Working Group to Develop a Business Plan.  As the details of your approach to a 

Folklife Center come into focus, we recommend creating a working group composed of 

business leaders, traditional artists, folklife specialists, marketing specialists, budget analysts 

and potential partners to refine the ideas in the report into a Business Plan.  It is clear from 

our research that the support is there.  A solid Business Plan would finalize key questions we 

could only suggest, such as location, format, costs, structure, staffing and programming.    
 

 

COMMUNITY NEEDS AND VISION 

FOLKLIFE IN MARYLAND 

Skipjacks, African American singing and praying bands, duckpin bowling, family bluegrass 

bands, Baltimore painted screens, jousting, Irish step dancing, poetry slams, Korean calligraphy, 

plena music and a myriad other traditions make up Maryland’s rich mosaic of diverse regional 

and ethnic cultures. Like any kind of folklife, these traditions possess distinctive local 

characteristics wherever they are practiced; vary in form, content, and context among individual 

and group practitioners; and relate to traditions practiced in other localities, regions and nations 

of the world. Along with being highly local, many traditions are of compelling interest to other 

communities and groups. On the local level, the safeguarding of traditions as enduring heritage 



 

is made possible through transmission to new generations, the availability of materials and 

performance opportunities, and services provided by organizations devoted to assisting 

practitioners.   
 

Folklife is seen as emergent by nature, adapting to new contexts and social conditions, with artists 

innovating within the contexts of their traditions. Folklife, as a term, possesses both the warmth 

and resonance of treasured traditions and the living presence of these 

traditions in the lives of contemporary Marylanders. Folklife begins 

in communities, in the heart of our common experiences. These 

experiences take form over time in practices that inspire and connect 

us.  Our folklife binds us together in what we have in common, while 

also serving as a bridge between cultures, enabling people of different 

cultural backgrounds to experience and learn about each other’s 

heritage.  Through folklife, who we are as people comes into focus, 

not in individual isolation, but in our collective stories, and in the 

hard won disciplines of traditions that demand the best of us, whether  

harvesting crab from the Bay in time-honored ways  or mastering the 

intricate steps of hip hop. Folklife research also recognizes and brings 

to life the shared stories and experiences of our communities in such 

areas as occupational, regional and ethnic heritage such as the 

narratives of Sparrow’s Point iron workers and the memories of African American waterman on 

the eastern shore. As the living cultural heritage of all Marylanders, the aggregate of all of its 

folklife expresses who we are as a state with a highly distinctive cultural character.   

KEY QUESTIONS 

This feasibility study focuses upon bringing together local, 

regional, and statewide needs.   We asked forum participants 

to imagine what a successful Maryland Folklife Center would 

look like in five years.   In the public forums, survey, and our 

research about models for folklife centers and discussions 

among ourselves, we considered issues of mission and 

purpose, governance, activities, potential locations, 

relationships to existing Maryland folklife organizations and 

resources, and uses of new technologies. 

 

This report addresses the following questions: 

● How can a Maryland Folklife Center both strengthen 

traditions at their sources and shine a bright light on the 

folklife of the state as a whole? 

● What are the kinds of programs, educational activities 

and services to practitioners that can be provided by the 

center? 

Folklife is seen as 

emergent by nature, 

adapting to new 

contexts and social 

conditions, with 

artists innovating 

within the contexts 

of their traditions. 

“Let’s start with Maryland. 

It is so diverse we can’t just 

talk about one thing: the 

geography, people--the center 

highlights and treasures all 

types of folk arts….  Every 

country is represented and 

the communities are 

represented in a meaningful 

way”  

Forum notes   



 

● How should it be governed and staffed, where should it be located and what should be 

its relationship to the other existing folklife organizations?  What are the possible funding 

sources? 

● How can it centrally serve the many community-based organizations and the network of 

regional Maryland Traditions partners established by the Maryland State Arts Council in 

2001? 

● Should the Maryland Folklife Center be a new or repurposed bricks and mortar center, or 

should it build upon existing folklife programs and networks in either physical or online 

capacities?  If it is a physical center, how can it best serve as a vehicle for community 

revitalization and economic development?  How can each of these center models enhance, 

strengthen, and integrally involve the existing folklife infrastructure in Maryland? 

● How can new technologies be employed by the center? 

● How can we extend the reach of folklife programs and activities to serve a broader and 

more diverse community of participants?        
 

VOICES OF FOLKLIFE STAKEHOLDERS 

Casting a wide net, our feasibility study team organized 9 forums in every region of the state.  At 

the same time, a needs assessment survey was 

distributed to hundreds of stakeholders via email, 

Facebook and organizational websites.   We were 

thrilled by the high forum turnout and responses 

to the survey by 396 Marylanders.  Forum 

participants and survey respondents will be key 

stakeholders when the proposed Folklife Center 

comes to fruition -- we see this stage as an initial 

phase of their involvement.  They are far more 

than just a source of data, they are the core 

participants who will bring this endeavor to life. 

As one participant in the Frostburg forum notes 

about the folklife center of the future:  
 

The forums were attended by over 100 Marylanders with a wide variety of interactions with 

folklife.  They included traditional artists, practitioners of sacred traditions, leaders of 

community based organizations, heritage and arts groups; folklorists, museum 

professionals, librarians, tourism officials, archivists and educators.  The largest group of 

participants was composed of concerned citizens interested in sustaining and celebrating 

Maryland folklife; they frequently attend folklife events but are not primarily involved with 

folklife related fields, professionally or artistically.  Each forum was viewed as a visioning 

exercise.  All participants were asked to project themselves five years into the future and report 



 

a newspaper story about the successes experienced by a hypothetical Maryland Folklife Center 

established in 2017.  Headlines created to support these stories included: Museum without Walls, 

Tears down Walls; Folklife Center Bridges Innovation and Tradition; The Ship that Moves 

Mountains; Cultural Roots Give Rise To Economic Sustainability; and Folklife Centers 

Illuminate Living Traditions Throughout Maryland. 

 

Refreshing candor marked every one of the forums.  The views expressed in the forums mirrored 

the results of the survey.  Forum participants insisted that local buy-in and a strong sense of 

community ownership are 

indispensable for the success of a 

Maryland Folklife Center. It could not 

succeed as a completely stand-alone 

facility without active engagement by 

local and regional community 

members substantively involved in 

governance, direction, and support. 

For example, again speaking from the 

future, we heard this concern and a 

possible solution:  
 

This Word Cloud illustrate how participants prioritized the activities of the center:  95% of participants agreed 
that the Center should present programming, which encompasses performances, demonstrations and 
exhibitions.  Over 90% indicated that its activities should also include educational classes, workshops and 
lectures; provide a space for community events; and support a broad diversity of people who practice traditions 
and participate in the folklife and arts of their cultural group.  Other areas of focus include archiving resources, 
professional development and technical assistance, and capacity building for existing organizations.   

”We had push-back from neighboring communities. 

People were concerned that they were going to be glanced 

over or that their culture was going to be absorbed. So we 

had cultural liaisons that served as mediators”  

Creative Alliance Log: 00.07.40 



 

 There was clear consensus for the work of the Center to be 

interrelated with the activities of other folklife, arts, and 

cultural organizations situated in all parts of Maryland.  We 

found broad agreement among participants that the Center 

should foster mutual understanding of the folklife of 

diverse and intergenerational communities through 

programming and educational activities. A group at the St. 

Mary’s Forum presented this vision:  

 

Interestingly, creating positive economic development was 

a secondary priority for survey participants when ranked 

alongside other activities such as programming and 

education.  Our feasibility study team does note that a 

Maryland Folklife Center would likely have multiple 

benefits for spurring economic development through event 

revenue, increased interest in local businesses due to the 

Center’s educational efforts on the significance of local 

traditions, and additional access to Maryland artists. It 

would engage with communities throughout the state by 

providing funding and technical support those interested 

in researching and developing programming, by sales 

of products that share the story of their folklife, and by 

providing new educational and economic opportunities. A 

group at the Sumner Hall Forum boldly titled their 

headline “Old Traditions Revive Maryland Economy” and 

hypothesized that in their Center model, folklife becomes the driver of economic development 

due to their emphasis on education, partnerships, tourism, and their “investment in people” 

(00.29.00-00.42.20).  

 

All of these proposed activities would build upon the existing 

folklife infrastructure of Maryland Traditions, a statewide 

alliance of regional folklife centers, as a partnership between 

UMBC and the Maryland State Arts Council. As a group at the 

Creative Alliance forum remarked:  

  

“[The Center was successful 

because it was a…] grassroots 

movement, intentionally inclusive 

from the beginning so more 

organizations and folklore 

traditions can be represented by 

the Center... Built off the great 

strengths of the Maryland 

Traditions program, [it is a] 

realization of that group’s 

successes”  

“We saw our mission as really 

focusing on engaging the community. 

One of the discussions that we had 

was, on the one hand, we wanted to 

focus on some of the traditions that 

grew out of ethnic traditions, 

traditions that come from indigenous 

folks, African American folks, but at 

the same time we wanted to talk about 

the things that were very much the 

bedrock of who we are as 

Marylanders…an inclusive hub of 

Maryland traditions. We thought it 

was very important to bridge young 

and old. We want to talk about 

traditions that are taking place today; 

some of the traditions of young people 

today. We want it to not just be about 

the past, but also about the present”  

St. Mary’s Forum Log, 00.49.36 



 

FORUM AND SURVEY FINDINGS 

STRUCTURE 

In developing plans for the forums, 

our feasibility study team made sure 

that participants could propose 

alternative structures for a folklife 

center that would not be limited to a 

single facility serving the entire state 

as a stand-alone entity.  Many 

participants did question the need 

for a single stand-alone 

facility.  Based on an analysis of the 

narrative responses to the survey, 

four models were suggested for the 

structure of the proposed center 

While 28.8% of survey respondents are in favor of the center as a single “destination” for local 

residents as well as tourists, the exact same percentage support a “hub and spoke” approach, 

which would entail multiple centers coordinated through a single administrative office.  Another 

37.9% favor a decentralized approach to strengthen existing folklife programs and activities, with 

no single Center. A smaller percentage, 4.5%, supported a digital media approach that would use 

technology to make folklife more visible and accessible.    
 

The components of these structural models need not be seen as mutually exclusive.  Any one of 

the three models proposed will include a strong online presence and extensive engagement by 

folklife organizations and groups throughout the State.    

ACTIVITIES  

The desired activities of the Center suggested by the data reflect the needs of its constituents, 

from large organizational partners, to individual traditional artists and interested audiences. At 

the core, all the data supports the need for a Center that offers:  

 

● Enhanced access to, and visibility for folklife; 

● An inclusive approach to diverse folklife programming and outreach; 

● Educational resources for  teachers (including master artists) and students of all ages;  

● Research capabilities and a strong connection to an archival repository; and 

● Professional development and technical assistance designed to improve the practice, 

study, documentation, interpretation, and presentation of traditional arts and culture in 

Maryland 

 



 

Within each of these large categories, there exist a number of nuanced opportunities, offering 

different ways of implementing and sustaining those opportunities. For example, following from 

strong interest in support for artists to sustain their traditions, the team sees the center as 

providing services that could range from renting studio and rehearsal space, supporting 

apprenticeships, hosting workshops, and/or offering technical assistance activities online or face 

to face that equip artists to better present, promote and market their work. Additionally, the 

center could support field 

research by folklorists to 

identify and document 

traditional artists, creating 

enduring records of their 

traditions presented online 

and maintained in the 

accessible archive of 

UMBC.  Some models could 

offer all of these activities, 

while others would offer 

more focused services.   

 

The forums and surveys 

indicate interests in a wide 

variety of potential Center 

activities, as represented in the pie chart.  Programming, Education, and Advocacy were high on 

everyone’s list with programming being statistically the most significant activity category.  The 

Goucher team notes that this not only reflects the larger number of activities that defines this 

category, such as concert performances, festivals, crafts demonstrations, exhibitions, foodways 

demonstrations and residencies, but also a real interest in the Center having public outreach as a 

primary activity.  For details about the other categories, refer to the Appendix A.   

GOVERNANCE 

Forum participants called for a 

variety of approaches to the 

governance of the Center. While 

some preferred that the Center 

be housed within State 

government, others envision a 

stand-alone organization with a 

Board of Directors. Many 

suggested strongly that the 

Center have a robust Advisory 

Board, drawn from a 

geographically and ethnically 

diverse group of stakeholders 



 

that include artists, Maryland Traditions partners, educators, and stakeholders in the state’s 

tourism, economic development, other state agencies and heritage areas as well as the 

philanthropic sector. As you will see, our models draw from these insights in a hybrid fashion, 

suggesting a governance structure incorporating multiple options.  Another interpretation of the 

pie chart at the right, which supports several comments from the respondents, is the belief that 

the Center should serve in an advisory capacity to support the folklife work going on in the state 

-- that the Center facilitate rather than dictate what constitutes folklife and its programming. 

 

USES OF TECHNOLOGY 

Participants in forums and the survey 

strongly felt that a twenty-first 

century Maryland Folklife Center 

must use technology extensively and 

resourcefully. Over 80% of survey 

respondents agreed about a strong 

online presence for the Center.   New 

technologies can enable Marylanders 

from all regions of the state to engage 

actively with the Center.  Programs in 

one venue can be live streamed 

statewide, and activities can occur 

synchronously in different places at 

the same time.  Education modules 

and folklife curricula can be shared online.  An interactive web portal would serve as an 

information clearinghouse, a platform for promoting folklife activities at the Center and around 

the state, and as a space for images, video, and audio examples of Maryland folklife.  The Center 

would have a vibrant social media presence, including a thoughtfully curated YouTube channel, 

Facebook page, and Twitter account. Training for artists, administrators, community scholars and 

folklorists in documentation practices and organizational development could occur through 

online professional development. Despite the low numbers in support of an all virtual Center in 

the pie chart illustrating the findings for “structure”, it is clear that digital technology is 

considered essential for a successful Center of the future.  Therefore, the team proposes that this 

would work as either a stand-alone option, or as a complementary activity to support a flagship 

center or the Centers for Maryland Folklife. 

  



 

MULTI-PURPOSE, MULTIPLE MISSIONS  

Identification of networking, 

education and advocacy as primary 

to the purpose and mission of the 

Center mirrored responses to 

questions about other priorities. It is 

important to note that coded within 

“Advocacy” were many comments 

pertaining to an interest in better 

serving diverse Maryland 

communities and being inclusive in 

one's definitions of “folklife” and the 

state’s “cultural heritage.” A 

significant percentage also emphasized community revitalization.  A flagship center with robust 

programming and a strong community presence can potentially draw audiences of local 

residents, tourists, and Marylanders from other regions interested in the state’s heritage.  If 

situated in an economically depressed community, it could be a significant source of badly 

needed jobs housed at the center and provide a boost to nearby businesses patronized by 

audiences from outside of the local area..  We know that in many other communities, arts and 

heritage are springboards for new economic activity.  The folklife center would draw from 

cultural assets within the community, instilling pride and bolstering self-esteem where 

demoralization has occurred due to economic decline.   

THREE MODELS 

The charge to our Goucher-based team was to propose three models for the Center. Our attempt 

at reconciling responses from over 700 individuals created opportunities for the team to recognize 

potential points of tension and debate what will ultimately inform broader conversations about 

the Center statewide. It is important that future communication strategies, including messaging 

and branding for any folklife center model, address constituent concerns regarding local access 

to resources, being able to see “their community” represented in a center, and that any new 

organization will not drain resources otherwise available to Maryland folklife entities. Each 

model we proposed is focused around a core purpose made evident by the data; we are 

suggesting that the three models be envisioned as complementary and modular elements of an 

overall strategy to place Maryland at the forefront of support for folklife and intangible cultural 

heritage nationally and internationally. Details for each model can be found in Appendix B 
 

 Maryland Digital Media Folklife Center. This model focuses on marketing and open-access 

through developing and sharing content, co-branding, offering communication assistance and 

services for organizations and artists, and providing an access point for audiences and learners 

interested in the folklife of our state. Particular strengths of this model include widespread 



 

virtual presence; open access to MD Folklife archives; online educational resources; digital 

media workshops in communities to grow content; a portal to folklife activities, programs 

and resources around the state; and a significant effort toward branding folklife in Maryland. 

 

 Centers for Maryland Folklife. This model focuses on capacity building for Maryland Traditions 

regional partners to serve their constituencies more effectively. Existing and future Maryland 

Traditions partners offer programs and services at a 

regional level. Supporting their work more robustly 

offers a decentralized means to address the specific 

needs of folklife communities and audiences across the 

state. Particular strengths of this model include creative 

of an alliance of folklife entities with a central office 

staff providing networking and capacity building 

workshops for folklife efforts around the state; 

collaborative programming with Maryland 

Traditions partners (exhibits, tours, etc.); an annual 

convening of folklife entities; significant branding 

and marketing of folklife in the state 

 

 Maryland Folklife Place. This model features a facility that would offer cultural and educational 

programming and services and serve as a shared and welcoming home for Maryland folklife and 

the organizations, communities, artists, and individuals who appreciate and sustain it. Maryland 

Folklife Place is envisioned as a flagship physical space; offering classrooms, a theater, galleries, 

and kitchen spaces for use by artists and organizations; original programming; services to artists; 

an annual convening 
 

WEIGHTED ANALYSIS  

Another charge to the Feasibility Study Team was to provide a weighted analysis for each of 

the models. To arrive at a weighted analysis for each of the three proposed models, we first 

invited the Steering Committee to provide a weight for each attribute according to how important 

they believed each attribute is to the development of a Maryland Folklife Center.  The Goucher 

team identified the following attributes and presented them to the Steering Committee at its 

meeting in September, 2017.   Nine committee members responded, rating each attribute on a 

scale of 1 – 5; 5 being the most important.  This data was collated into the following table, thus 

giving each attribute a weight.  
  

In the category of “other,” individual Steering Committee members added Mission, Partnerships, 

Equity, Marketability and Central Business Office.  All received a 5 except the Central Business 

Office which received a 3.  As we moved forward with gathering input from stakeholders, we 

We were drawn to the idea of a meeting 

place where there’s a confluence of 

cultures, ideas, traditions, a physical 

place… with a culinary unit in this 

facility, where there are different 

stations serving a different ethnic food, 

and visitors will receive a pamphlet 

teaching about the sources, history, 

meaning behind it. 

Sandy Spring Log, 00.19:27 



 

folded these into our discussions and into the final attributes we presented to stakeholders at the 

final forum.  

 

Although we did not gather weighted and scored data from each of the nine community forums, 

our spreadsheet reflecting 19.5 hours of recorded and logged qualitative data (submitted 

separately) is coded along the same lines and provides narrative support for the final models.  We 

also purposely invited key attendees from each of the community forums to participate in the 

tenth final forum, thus bringing the ideas from each forum forward.  At the final forum in 

November 2017, we invited all stakeholders to assess each model with both qualitative comments 

and quantitative assessments.  We narrowed the attributes to the top eight we knew they could 

assess and asked them to rank, on a scale of 1 – 5, how well the attribute helped that particular 

model achieve the mission “ to document, interpret, present and promote the traditional folklife 

of Maryland.”  See appendices for a copy of the assessment sheet we used.  We then multiplied 

the weights given to each attribute by the score that attribute received from the final forum 

respondents.  This gives each model a final score. 

 

The results reveal a definite preference for the decentralized model of Centers for Maryland 

Folklife which received a score of 107 out of a possible high score of 155. The Digital Media 

Folklife Center received a score of 86, while Maryland Folklife Place scored 81. To be clear, these 

numbers do not represent recommendations from the Goucher Team.  Rather they represent the 

thinking of the stakeholders involved in the study and offer a starting point for assessing the 

models and making a determination.  They tell us what people perceive as the strengths of each 

model and what they understand as the purpose.   

 

The highest scores for the Centers for Maryland Folklife model were in the areas of community 

impact, community collaboration, service to the field and location.  The narrative responses for 

this model (see appendices) reinforce the observed belief that a statewide folklife initiative should 

reach out to the people of Maryland as broadly as possible and be accessible in any region.   It 

was noted that this model “might be the most sustainable because it will generate the most 

ownership among constituents.”  It also increases the capacity of more organizations to operate 

effectively and sustainably.  The lowest scores came with financial viability and infrastructure, 

reflecting a concern that this model could potentially be unwieldy in its management and costly 

if the plan is to hire more staff for each of the centers.  Many of the narrative comments want 

funds for artists and practitioners rather than for infrastructure. 

 

The Digital Media Folklife Center received high scores for community collaboration and service 

to the field as well, but also for financial viability.  People believe this be the easiest to launch 

with the least amount of upfront capital.  Especially appealing for this model is its ability to 

“democratize the content” and provide “an opportunity for the community to define itself in a 

co-curated manner that is flexible” and accessible.  Public perception also indicated that this 

model offers the “greatest potential for sustainability, both financially and organizationally,” due 

to the lower perceived operational costs and simple structure.  At least four respondents noted 

that this model should be combined with one of the other two models.  Key concerns included 



 

the loss of face-to-face interactions which are so much a part of folklife.  Several respondents 

recommended strategies for enhancing community participation through mobile units that travel 

the state offering workshops, engaging with artists, and expanding the collections. 

 

Maryland Folklife Place received its highest score for activities.  The range of opportunities from 

original programming to community rentals and space availability for artists is very appealing.  

As one respondent said, “the concept of a home is very powerful.”  It provides a physical 

manifestation of community and increases visibility for the field as a whole.  At the same time, 

the lowest score was for location – not for the location suggested by the Goucher team, but for 

the fact that any location will inevitably leave others out.  There is a fear it will become 

autonomous and localized.  The second lowest score reflects anxiety over the cost – financial 

viability.  It will be expensive and might drain resources from other organizations doing folklife 

work.  We should note that UMCP, “The Flagship Campus” offered to help with a more expansive 

statewide reach, saying, “We are looking for ways to further utilize our 300 extension services.” 

 

Each model, as presented during the final forum, has already evolved based on the feedback we 

received.  So, some of these reservations have been addressed and incorporated into the models 

proposed here.  However, in planning forward, it will be fruitful to consider the overwhelming 

concern for inclusivity, visibility, and ownership in any assessment of the final model.  The 

individual weighted scores for each model are in Appendix C. 

 

BUILDING UPON STRENGTHS 

Thankfully, Maryland does not need to start from scratch in designing a state folklife center.  It 

is nationally known for Maryland Traditions, a key component of which is a partnership that 

supports and connects six folklife organizations in every region of the state.  Most of the partners 

in the state folklife infrastructure came into being through initiatives of the Maryland State Arts 

Council.   The new state folklife center would start with the enormous advantage of existing 

Maryland Traditions partners:  Frostburg State University; the University of Maryland, Baltimore 

County; Sandy Spring Museum; the National Council for the Traditional Arts (Silver Spring); 

Coastal Heritage Alliance (St. Michaels); and the Ward Museum of Wildfowl Art, Salisbury 

University.  They will be indispensable for every stage of the Center’s development and should 

be integral to activities occurring in multiple locations in association with the Center.  They 

should also have key roles in the Center’s governance. The development of the Center should 

have the effect of lifting all ships, strengthening the existing folklife resources in the state while 

generating greatly expanded programming and services along with a strengthened statewide 

focus.  It will be important not to assume the partners can simply join in the activities of building 

a new Center. They already have plenty on their plates.    If time, expertise, programming and 

http://static.frostburg.edu/colleges/clas/regional-partnerships/mountain-city-traditional-arts/
http://amst.umbc.edu/
http://amst.umbc.edu/
http://www.sandyspringmuseum.org/
http://ncta-usa.org/
http://coastalheritage.org/
https://www.wardmuseum.org/
https://www.wardmuseum.org/


 

content are to be contributed by the partners, appropriate compensation (in a variety of formats) 

should be expected. 

 

FINAL RECOMMENDATION 

A MODULAR APPROACH EMBODYING ALL THREE MODELS 

While the three alternative models originally proposed could stand on their own, it was clear 

from the study that stakeholders wanted the best of all three.  As new opportunities also arise 

with MSAC or related partners to expand into a public programming space that could otherwise 

prove cost prohibitive, the path to a fully envisioned Maryland Folklife Center should allow for 

maximizing resources and collaborations as they emerge. A modular approach incorporates the 

desired features of 

the original three 

models, but allows 

for flexibility and 

right-sized growth in 

a shifting landscape.   

 

At the center (in 

green) are the core 

components of a 

public-facing 

organization acting 

as a Nerve Center 

that incubates and 

coordinates 

statewide folklife 

activity. The Nerve 

Center reflects the 

attributes and 

activities deemed 

most critical by 

stakeholders: 

autonomy, 

awareness, and 

support. Once this 

core Nerve Center is established, efforts can begin to add the various modular extensions as the 

appropriate resources (or partners) become available. The identification of Extension Areas 



 

(Community, Digital, Facilities) incorporates those activities and features the stakeholders 

desired in an achievable, sustainable way.  

A FOLKLIFE NERVE CENTER 

Of the many qualities, activities, and programs that stakeholders shared, common concepts and 

themes rose to the surface. Primary among these was a sense of autonomy, a need to grow 

community awareness and support for existing infrastructure serving folklife initiatives. These 

qualities of autonomy, awareness, and support also transfer to creating a healthy, sustainable 

organization to act as the Nerve Center for future growth. Fostering a vibrant, responsive, visible 

core organization to incubate and coordinate statewide activities is paramount to future growth 

of any folklife initiatives. The stated stakeholder needs of autonomy, awareness and support can 

be addressed by 5 Key Investments that will make up the initial efforts of creating an 

organizational Nerve Center. 

 

KEY INVESTMENTS 

 

Independent 501c3 Organization will FORMALIZE momentum  

Fundraising and Revenue will SUPPORT funding and support 

Brand Development & Awareness Campaign will UNITE Maryland in its 

uniqueness   

Digital Portal & App- will MOBILIZE efforts into a statewide folklife initiative  

Public-Facing Nerve Center- will SERVE communities from a welcoming, 

publicly    accessible space 

 

Key Investment: Independent 501c3  

An essential characteristic of the Maryland Folklife Center will be its status as a 501.c.3 tax-

exempt organization, rather than an arm of a government entity.  Although the surety of 

government funding may be perceived as a decided advantage when considering financial 

feasibility, there are several distinct advantages to a non-profit model. 

Nimbleness and agility represent a clear advantage - not being bogged down in government 

bureaucracy during a time of swift changes in legislature.  Although Boards can be unwieldy as 

well, their ability to make quicker changes in response to an ever-changing social environment 

represents a marked benefit.  

In an interview with Kathleen Haughey, Executive Director of the Vermont Folklife Center 

(Appendix), an organization whose history includes being founded by a former state folklorist 

as a stand-alone 501.c.3 organization, she stated the benefits of a non-profit model.  Kathleen 

shared that she vastly preferred a non-profit model to a state-run organizational model.  She 

cited the bureaucracy that is inherent in state-run models; and she finds a non-profit model has 

greater flexibility – “…you can decide you want to do something and do it!  Which is 



 

pretty….great.”  She did allow that when working for a non-profit, the Director must be 

constantly fundraising, but that was the price for greater freedom. This study agrees with 

Kathleen, that for a Maryland Folklife Center, the non-profit model would be more flexible, 

more autonomous, and more sustainable.  

Autonomy, and the hegemony associated with it, is also an essential benefit of the non-profit 

model, particularly in these turbulent times, where relying upon the whims of governing bodies 

may be counter-productive to effective programming.   Too, in a time of threats of decreasing 

funding to arts and culture organizations, non-profit status allows greater mobility in the 

process of seeking out alternative funding streams. 

Key Investment: Funding and Revenue 

Any initiative will require significant and diverse funding. In addition to operational 

nimbleness, an independent 501c3 organization is able to raise funds in a way a state agency 

cannot. These funding income streams can include membership dues, programming 

sponsorships, memorial gifts, foundation grants, corporate support, individual gift fund drives, 

benefit auctions, Friends fundraising groups, and government and other grants.  Earned income 

from programming and sales also figures into the total funding stream for this model. 

Keeping an ever vigilant eye on the funding availabilities is the mark of a successful non-profit, 

as this too, is an ever-changing environment.  Some funding options that are available at the 

current time include the following: 

·  ArtPlace America, National Creative Placemaking Fund (NCPF), one of four ArtPlace 

America (ArtPlace) programs, which is designed to invest in planning and development 

projects that deploy arts and culture to strengthen their community.  Grants range from $50,000 

to $500,000, and would be particularly suited to building options in communities currently 

underserved by the arts. 

·   In conjunction with the above grant, an NEA “Our Town” grant, in which Arts Engagement, 

Cultural Planning, and Design Projects that represent the distinct character and quality of their 

communities are funded would be a perfect coupling. These projects require a partnership 

between a nonprofit organization and a local government entity, with one of the partners being 

a cultural organization. Matching grants range from $25,000 to $200,000. 

·   Other NEA grants including the “Challenge America” support for underserved populations, 

provides $10,000 for projects, and the  “Art Works” initiative, which supports artistically 

excellent projects that celebrate our creativity and cultural heritage, invite mutual respect for 

differing beliefs and values, and enrich humanity. Matching grants generally range from 

$10,000 to $100,000. As with most grants from the NEA, a minimum cost share/match equal to 

the grant amount is required. 



 

·   For the archival digitization work proposed, support from the NEH in the form of a 

“Common Heritage” grant, which supports community digitization and outreach events to 

increase public awareness and stewardship of heritage collections held by the public would be a 

possibility for funding, as would the Grammy Museum (if some of the archive holdings are 

music). 

These examples of grant opportunities represent just a fraction of the possibilities available for 

non-profit organizations. In addition to the ability to seek grant funds is the added advantage of 

fundraising and earned income mentioned above. Particularly for a statewide cultural arts 

organization focused in performance, production, and participation a membership program can 

work particularly well at several levels: 

 Individual and family memberships can potentially offer discounted programs, 

tickets, and products across the state, as well as special access to events and sites 

Professional membership can potentially provide discounted workshops, trainings, 

and access to resources to field professionals 

Organizational membership can potentially offer discounted workshops, trainings, 

marketing and capacity-building resources to organizations 

Moreover, funding secured by a 501c3 organization can be used in a manner that complements 

activities already undertaken by Maryland Traditions and organizations across the state. This 

can alleviate stakeholder wariness of a Folklife Center detracting from resources they receive 

through state programs or funding. A Folklife Center that can prove its ability to be self-reliant 

and add to existing cultural infrastructure across the state will fair far better than a project that 

is perceived as competition for resources. 

Key Investment: Brand Development & Awareness Campaign  

Developing a brand is a dynamic process and will be critical to the success of any large-scale 

initiatve. A brand represents the sum of perceptions people have of an organization’s customer 

service, reputation, advertising, and logo. The development of the Maryland Folklife Center’s 

brand will be as important as any other component in this process. The distinctive brand 

created must provide direction of the organization’s mission, goals, and objectives. In other 

words, the brand will be the promotional component that will aid in creating distinctiveness in 

raising community consciousness and awareness.  

The value of your brand beyond your physical assets like facilities, collections, and equipment 

is known as brand equity. To develop a strong brand equity you have to develop a high level of 

brand awareness. Word of mouth plays a strong role in helping your brand increase its 

customer base and develop loyal relationships with key constituents.  

 

Creating a brand is complicated because it requires all management to have a very clear 

understanding of the market. When immersed in the day-to-day management of a brand, it’s 

not easy to keep in perspective all the parts that affect the whole. Building a brand involves 



 

identifying the target market and then identifying how to position the organization to the target 

market. Few organizations are able to assess their brand’s particular strengths and weaknesses 

objectively. Most have a good sense of one or two areas in which their brand may excel or may 

need help, but many managers find it difficult to identify all of the factors they should be 

considering. It is highly advisable that brand development for a Maryland State Folklife Center 

occur in conjunction with a professional brand development organization who will thoroughly 

research the environment. They will assist in identifying the target market(s) as well as 

analyzing competitive forces. They will also provide a variety of information and work to 

develop a brand, logo, online presence, etc. There are several professional firms specializing in 

brand development for nonprofit and cultural organizations. 

 

Key Investment: Digital Portal + App 

The importance of brand awareness has become increasingly significant with the evolution of 

the Internet and access to digital technology. “Word of mouth” in the age of the Internet more 

frequently refers to Tweets and Instagram posts. To mobilize an active, state-wide constituent 

base and raise brand awareness, it is advisable to invest in the development of both a robust 

website and a mobile app as part of larger branding efforts. Mobile and social technologies are 

swiftly changing. Gone are the days of maintaining on-site computer servers and dedicated IT 

staff. A much more cost-effective strategy for small organizations is to contract services to 

develop and maintain websites and mobile apps. Especially in this instance, where a website 

seeks to act as a “portal to the state”, elements of online event calendars, online store, 

multimedia galleries are better managed by an expert hand on as needed basis. The inclusion of 

a mobile app for handheld devices  

 

 

A Public-Facing Nerve Center 

A dichotomy regarding a physical center arose the forum discussions and surveys. On one 

hand, stakeholders had concerns a pricey capital investment in a single physical location would 

drain resources from existing folklife initiatives in other parts of the state. On the other, many 

also expressed the need for a united effort that serves diverse communities, a place to spearhead 

ideas and activities. Site visits to three exiting cultural facilities provided insight into potential 

paths and pitfalls of pursuing a brick-and-mortar State Folklife Center. Heartwood in 

Abingdon, VA, Tamarack in Beckley, WV, and The Peale Center located locally in Baltimore 

provide models of ways to successfully fund a stand-alone, flagship center.  However, what 

was strongly highlighted in interviews with center directors was the enormous cost of not just 

establishing the center itself, but ongoing significant cost of maintaining a physical building. 

These are projects that easily run $20 million or more to establish, and $2-5 million dollars 

annually to maintain. Carrying this fiscal responsibility often hindered real growth, with even 

the well-established Tamarack artisan center functioning at a loss of over $1 million in recent 

years. At this time, based on exiting resource and changing dynamics within MSAC, the 

Cultural Sustainability team advises against this undertaking as a primary goal.  



 

However, a vibrant public-facing central office that serves as an incubator for ideas and future 

growth can provide a valuable sense of representation for stakeholders across the state and is 

more economically feasible. Ideally this space would house key staff; provide some level of 

welcoming public space in the manner of a common area for gatherings or small exhibitions; be 

easily accessible to visitors; act as a concierge with information on statewide folklife events and 

resources. The Nerve Center acts to coordinate resources and statewide outreach as it finds the 

best paths toward expansion. There are a multitude of ways this office might be housed- as part 

of a larger MSAC or partner multiuse space, embedded in a designated co-working office, or an 

independent commercial lease. As an example, full co-working membership at the local 

Baltimore Impact Hub, designed for small start-ups is priced at $150 monthly, whereas a small 

office lease can range from $1000-$3000 monthly dependent on location and amenities. Any of 

these are an easier fiscal path to sustain than tackling a multi-million dollar capital campaign. 

STATE FOLKLIFE CENTER EXPANSION 

Looking forward, new resources and opportunities can become available as partners and funding 

emerge. For this reason, we have identified areas of stakeholder needs and interests as Extension 

Areas instead of finite outcomes. The three areas outlined below represent elements most favored 

in the original models, but they are presented as growth scenarios after a vital Nerve Center is 

established.  

 

 The Digital Media Extension creates a strong digital dimension documenting folklife, 

digitizing the folklife archives, and offering online educational resources.  

 

 The Community Extension strengthens the network of folklife entities through capacity-

building workshops, embedded folklorists and community scholars in every region of the 

state, grant making, and technical assistance.  

 

 Finally, the Facilities Extension focuses on developing designated public programming 

space(s). This can culminate in a stand-alone flagship center, but can exist in a variety of 

iterations, in partnership with entities around the state. 

 

A phased approach for each Extension Area would enable a flagship center to develop in a 

manner that incorporates the advantages of each of the original three models while building 

ownership and support. The Community and Digital Media extensions could bolster the 

capacities and expand the programming of the Maryland Traditions partners, create multi-

faceted technology platforms that would greatly strengthen statewide networks and promote 

folklife activities broadly, and lay the groundwork for a flagship center that would complement 

rather than compete with other partners in a robust statewide network.  Through governance 

structures established during the first phase, folklife partners throughout the state would share 

authority in shaping and leading the development of the center, laying the groundwork for strong 

collaborations when the Center is completed.  We firmly believe that the only way a stand-alone 



 

flagship center will be sustainable is to take the time to invest in constituent growth and 

ownership, as well as a long term plan for fiscal support.  

 

However, the benefit of identifying focused Extension Areas is the implementation of one area 

does not need to be strictly contingent on another. The Digital Extension could be developed first, 

or last, or at the same time as another area. The Facilities Extension may very well result in the 

construction of a stand-alone flagship center, but allows for the possibility that there might be 

another successful scenario that emerges as that focus area is developed. Like folklife itself, this 

model holds at its core the ability to flex, adapt, and respond to the needs of those who create it. 
 

COST ANALYSIS 

According to several statewide folklife program directors around the country, the ideal 

distribution of resources is about 25% from federal and state government grants, 25% from 

foundation and corporate grants, 25% from individual donors and members, and the remaining 

25% from earned income.  This way, as Amy Kitchener (director of the Alliance for California 

Traditional Arts says, “If one goes down, you can draw from the other, or build the others up.”    

 

In reality, most folklife organizations rely more heavily on state and federal grants; as much as 

100% in the beginning and 70% over time.  About 15% of resources come from earned income 

and another 15% from foundations, and individual donors.  Operating funds are the hardest to 

find, yet they are the most critical for the sustainability of an organization.  Executive directors 

spend about 70% of their time cultivating donors and pursuing partnerships that allow staff to 

focus on the successful implementation of meaningful programs.  Jane Beck, former director of 

the Vermont Folklife Center cultivated the patronage of one donor willing to establish an 

endowment to support operating costs. Amy Kitchener at the Alliance for California Traditional 

Arts, successfully secured $1,000,000 from the State of California to create Arts in Corrections 

programs that brings heritage-based artists into prisons.  “This reflects the belief that we need to 

think outside arts funding.  We can’t limit ourselves to arts funding or we won’t go very far. 

(Kitchener interview, October 2017) 

 

Folklife programming is especially suited to broader avenues of support having been 

incorporated into initiatives for social justice, community-building, community well-being, inter-

generational awareness, health, diversity and inclusion, cross-cultural bridge-building, archives, 

heritage, and creativity.  Kitchener’s negotiation with the State Department of Corrections is just 

one example.  Folklife organizations have successfully found support across a range of sectors 

including state humanities councils; the Departments of Justice, Education, Social Services, 

Refugee Resettlement, Healthcare, Parks and Natural Resources, AmeriCorps; private 

Foundations (Irvine, Ford, Pew, Grammy, Kresge, etc.); corporations and tax-credits.     

 

Earned income should be an important pillar in the budget for sustainability.  This might include 

entrance fees for concerts, classes and workshops, rental of space to artists and community groups 

for activities, membership fees, and even income from consultations offered by staff (with the 



 

exception of support for artists).  See Appendix D for a breakdown of potential earned income 

from the space should a Flagship Center be developed.   

 

 
**Dependent on location 

 

Focusing first on a core Nerve Center provides a cost-effective approach to establish an active 

statewide organization, while allowing for additional planning and resources needed to work 

toward a diverse revenue portfolio and Extension Areas listed above. It is feasible to launch the 

core components of a Maryland State Folklife Center initiative for less than $500,000, compared 

to the hefty capital investment required for a stand-alone Flagship Center from the outset. 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

  

•Full-time Staff Salaries $165,000-$205,000
•Executive Director - $65,000-$85,000

Development Coordinator - $55,000-$65,000
Program Coordinator - $45,000-$55,000
Employer Benefit Costs $52,800-$65,000
Operational Costs $12,000- $36,000**

•Estimated Total  $229,800-$306,000

Annual Cost

•Capital Costs- $125,000-$175,000
•Brand Development- $80,000-$90,000
•Web Development- $10,000-$15,000
•App Development- $5,000-$10,000
•Systems & Facilities**

Initial 
Investment

COST SUMMARY OF KEY INVESTMENTS 



 

A LEAP FORWARD FOR FOLKLIFE IN MARYLAND 
 

Clearly, folklife in Maryland is thriving.  Folklife practitioners can be found in every 

neighborhood across the state.  The ways that folklorists and other cultural advocates work with 

folklife traditions assures a presence for the 

Maryland State Arts Council at the grassroots level.  

Studies show that Millennials and Gen-Xers in 

particular are looking for experiences rather than 

static places or objects for their activities.  Folklife 

practices are all about experience.  Thus, 

strengthening opportunities for Marylanders and 

visitors to experience the distinction that is 

Maryland makes good sense. 
 

A new Maryland folklife center would move the 

state boldly into the forefront of twenty first century 

policies and programs in the US and globally that 

are devoted to stewardship and sustainability of the 

deeply precious intangible heritage of community based culture. In a world increasingly divided 

along lines of cultural suspicion and fear, the surest antidote for fear and hatred are places in the 

public sphere where culture is validated and shared, where stories and experiences can be 

exchanged and a common ground of humanity can be restored. We are pleased to be able to offer 

this vision of such a possibility for Maryland, and are proud that our state and its citizens are 

considering more substantial investment in this most precious of our human resources.  

 

  

“The Community came together looking 

for a virtual presence as a central 

location- utilizing the technology of 

today to its fullest extent to bridge the 

different communities, the different 

segments of the life ways of the state.” 

Sandy Spring Notes, 9/9/17 
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APPENDIX A 
 

CENTER ACTIVITIES 

 

 
As noted in the report, Public 

Programming was by far the most 

important activity identified by the 

stakeholders.  From the word cloud to 

the right, it is clear that programming 

which supports community-based 

folklife, as well as the practitioners of 

these traditions, is essential to the 

success of any folklife center. 

 

Education represents the most significant component of Center programming; activities should 

increase awareness and participation among Marylanders, as well as travelers to Maryland.  

Folklife programming offers the opportunity to highlight what makes Maryland distinctive; its 

history, its diversity, and its geography.    Education programs can involve folk and traditional 

arts in education residencies featuring artists in multi-session sequential school programs tied 

to the curriculum or presentations by artists in assembly programs. They can also include 

instructional classes in traditional arts, workshops interpreting particular or multiple traditions, 

public programs for exhibitions, lecture/demonstrations complementing performances and 

crafts presentations, and talk backs following concerts. Intergenerational programs could 

include several generations practicing a tradition and family programming.  Engaging students 

in the research process would also be an exciting opportunity--connecting them to their 

communities through fieldwork and in partnership with the organizations and artists who 

steward and keep heritage alive.  

 

While other activities were not identified as a first choice for the primary focus of the Center, they 

are all integral to the success of a robust Center. For example, Marylanders in the forums and 

through the survey indicated that they see the Center as having an advocacy component. It would 

be a primary platform for advocating for traditional arts and artists.  The Center would call 

attention to the needs and significance of artists and their traditions within Maryland and 

beyond.   It would generate support throughout Maryland to persuade elected officials to support 

both the Center and other arts and culture organizations supported by MSAC.  Advocacy might 

also include supporting legislation for economic development associated with the Center and 

traditional arts activities occurring elsewhere in the state.  Such advocacy through the Center 

could be especially valuable since folklife involves a broad spectrum of communities, including 

culturally conservative ones not as likely to support public arts funding.  

 



 

Networking and exchange programming are seen as necessary for center activities that 

strengthen ties among folklife centers across the state as they connect Maryland to national and 

international resources in heritage and the traditional arts.  Forum participants clearly yearn for 

opportunities to meet with like-minded professionals whether artists, cultural advocates, 

folklorists or organizations staff.  They expressed a desire to share resources, learn from each 

other and learn about each other.  Networking activities can also include touring exhibitions and 

concert tours as well as programming modules that can be replicated in different parts of the 

state. 

 

 In any of the proposed Center models, field research would be central to ongoing activities.  

Folklife programming at all of the successful model centers elsewhere in the U.S. reviewed by our 

team depends upon a foundation in research and documentation.   Exemplary folklife centers 

include City Lore and the Philadelphia Folklore Project, engaged in ongoing documentation of 

urban folklife, as well as the Vermont Folklife Center and Western Folklife Center, focused upon 

rural traditions. The Maryland Folklife Center would encompass documentation of the traditions 

of a wider variety of communities – urban, rural and suburban. Folklife, by its very nature, is 

generally practiced in highly local contexts among family, friends, neighbors and members of the 

same cultural group. Since most traditional artists do not carry out their work for larger audiences 

beyond these immediate communities, field research is necessary to identify artists and record 

their traditions through documentation.  This research enables us to understand what these 

traditions mean and how they are practiced, and to develop the genuine relationships between 

folklorists and artists--a hallmark of this work.  The documentation resulting from the research 

serves as an enduring record of cultural practices of historical and scholarly 

interest.  Documentation also provides photos, video and audio recordings used in exhibitions 

and media productions.  Documentation of Maryland folklife carried out through the Center 

would be deposited with the Maryland Folklife Archive at UMBC, a key Maryland Traditions 

partner.  This archive provides safe harbor and ongoing access to our cultural heritage for our 

citizens, now and in the future.  

 

Survey and forum participants envision a professional development function for the center.  This 

can include technical assistance to enable artists to manage their careers and promote and market 

their work; equip folklorists and community scholars to improve technical and production skills 

in the use of documentary media, curation of exhibitions and production of performances; assist 

administrators of folklife organizations to enhance their financial and organizational 

development practices; and help boards learn to improve their governance.   

Apprenticeships are viewed as critically important for transmitting traditions to new generations 

of practitioners, especially when they are no longer widely practiced.  They involve face-to-face, 

sequential training by a master traditional artist with another member of his or her community 

who acts as the apprentice.   

 

The Center’s activities were also seen as involving commerce, which could include a cafe, gift 

shop, and online sales. The gift shop will address unmet needs, since traditional craftspersons 

and musicians typically lack venues for selling their crafts and recordings. There is also a lack of 



 

outlets specializing in the sale of materials relating to folklife.    If the stand alone, flagship center 

model is chosen, the cafe would provide a unique venue for experiencing distinctive Maryland 

foodways. Some activities related to other forms of economic development were also coded as 

commerce, such creating jobs, increasing some tourism activities and subsequent spending, and 

contributing to the local economy.   

   

A key question arises from considering the activities of the Center: What is the role of a Maryland 

Folklife Center in light of current folklife infrastructure investments already in place within 

Maryland?  With ongoing investment from MSAC for sixteen years, Maryland Traditions 

provides one of only three successful, enduring statewide infrastructures of folk arts programs in 

the United States.  It already provides apprenticeship, project, and partnership support funding 

as well as the Maryland Traditions Heritage Award.  We also note that its annual Maryland 

Traditions Festival is about to expand greatly, reaching many thousands more through 

partnership with the National Folklife Festival, which will be held in Salisbury from 2018 to 2020.  

 

Maryland Traditions has forged major partnerships that offer a wide range of programs and 

services, from curriculum development to festivals, exhibits, workforce training, regional 

documentation, higher education community-based learning, documentaries, publications, 

tours, and archival management, and access. A Maryland Folklife Center must either subsume 

these functions or complement them in moving Maryland to new heights of cultural stewardship.  

In considering these alternatives it will be prudent to consider whether it is necessary to build 

anew an already successful infrastructure rooted in each of the state’s regions.   
 

  



 

APPENDIX B 
 

MARYLAND FOLKLIFE CENTER MODELS – THREE ALTERNATIVES  

Per the original Request for Proposals, the Feasibility Study Team developed three alternative 

models which were presented to the Final Community Forum on November 18th and again on 

December 15th to the Steering Committee.  As a result of those two presentations, we shifted our 

final recommendation to the phased-in modular approach detailed in this report.  The original 

three models are presented here for the record. 

 

1. THE MARYLAND DIGITAL MEDIA FOLKLIFE CENTER – MARKETING, ACCESS, AND 

ONLINE COMMUNITY 
The Maryland Digital Media Folklife Center would be designed to provide much greater visibility 

for Maryland folklife, and address a central challenge to the field, helping the public become 

aware through effective marketing of the appeal and value of folklife as a vibrant part of our state.  

It would generate and distribute content in multiple forms — a small marketing and 

communications agency that helps publicize what the network of organizations are doing as well 

as strategize with them about their visibility in their markets. Far from a distanced online 

presence existing solely in cyberspace, the digital media folklife center would catalyze new and 

enhanced collaborations among folklife partners throughout the state. This model promises a 

strong prospect for sustainable connectivity across multiple geographic areas of Maryland. It 

would quickly reach a broad audience, who would enjoy digital stories and live streamed folklife 

programs, and be able to access folklife experiences around the state. The Center would support 

organizations and artists in marketing and improving their professional practices. The Center’s 

rich folklife content would reach teachers, students, cultural organizations, artists, practitioners 

and anyone in Maryland or around the world interested in learning about and experiencing 

Maryland folklife.   

 

Activities 

Services to the Public  

The primary focus of this Center in serving the public would be in providing access, visibility, 

and engagement with folklife resources and experiences, and in so doing, broaden community 

participation in folklife activities. Through some of the suggested activities, this model could help 

to expand the field for folklore by “growing citizen folklorists” dedicated to the folklife and 

culture of their communities.   The digital media folklife center would develop, market, and 

manage robust and highly interactive web and social media platforms. It would promote folklife 

events and activities statewide for Marylanders and tourists using GIS and calendar tools, 

providing access to performances, festivals, exhibits, tours, classes, organizations, and venues. 

This web portal and associated social media platforms would interact with the Maryland Folklife 

Archive at UMBC and other partners to showcase and share stories of the cultural life of our state 



 

using audio, video, and still photography of Maryland folklife that have been documented 

through folklife fieldwork and presented in programming.  Podcasts produced about regional 

traditions and aspects of the folklife of Maryland as a whole would be produced and distributed, 

much like The Moth or Stoop Stories but with a focus on Maryland Traditions.  Online exhibitions 

of ethnic, regional, and occupational traditions would be made available periodically, with past 

exhibitions archived on the site.  The web portal would include an online store selling crafts, 

foods and other folklife related products. The development of a companion mobile application 

would allow greater public access, responding to the ways people utilize technology in their daily 

lives. A mobile “app” can also provide a more personalized experience, responding to a user’s 

geolocation, interests, and proximity to identify significant cultural sites, stories, or resources near 

them. 

 

Democratizing and extending documentation of Maryland’s traditions, staff members and 

consulting folklorists would present workshops in communities throughout the state training 

adults and youth to document local folklife.  Workshops on documentation, digital ethics and 

intellectual property, digital storytelling, and other topics would engage communities in 

conducting their own research and building their own collections. These community scholars 

would create new content for the archive, complementing the documentation created over the 

past four decades by Maryland Traditions and the MSAC folk arts program.      

 

Services to the Field 

The primary focus of this Center would be supporting the effectiveness of those who sustain 

folklife--whether artists, organizations or community groups--in the areas of communication and 

marketing. It would broaden, deepen, and diversify their work.  Workshops, consultancies, 

design services, and marketing research would be offered to support best practices in these areas 

along with webinars and online workshops about folklife and oral history documentation 

techniques, presentation practices, folklife in education programs, and organizational 

development of folklife organizations. Artists, teachers, and organizations could register on the 

Center’s website and use it to co-brand and promote their activities. It would act as a gateway for 

accessing folklife funding opportunities and services provided by MSAC, other state agencies, as 

well as local, federal and private sources.  

 

The website of the Digital Media Folklife Center would act as a portal for all state agencies that 

intersect with folklife and heritage.  It would be a source for information about technical 

assistance, grants, and other resources relating to Maryland folklife provided by government 

agencies.     The digital media folklife center would manage an online co-working space that will 

serve as a primary mechanism for carrying out new, thematic collaborative projects with 

statewide impact.  All stakeholders involved with Maryland folklife would be invited to 

participate in online forums for sharing ideas about best practices in folklife documentation, 

programming and management.  Social media would be used extensively to drive visitors to the 

site, and to further interaction and engagement for users.   The digital media folklife center would 

host the Maryland Traditions YouTube channel, which would be expanded to include videos of 



 

Maryland artists and folklife events, as well as examples of best practices in presenting and 

documenting folklife.  

 

Building on the work of Maryland Traditions, this model may offer the strongest opportunity to 

foster inter-collaboration transcending geographical regions. As one researcher noted during the 

modeling discovery process, by thinking of the Maryland folklife scene as an organism, the 

Digital Media Folklife Center would serve as a circulatory system to protect, maintain, and 

revitalize existing folklife partners. These partners are the organs of sustaining the ecosystem of 

folklife in Maryland. If one area of folklife in the state ever suffers a devastation (either through 

low participation rates, lack of funding, natural disaster, or gentrification), the Digital Media 

Center offers a resiliency through its virtual maintenance of resources, programs, and educational 

portals. 

 

Location 

Where the center is located is less important than what the location has to offer.  The Digital 

Media Folklife Center would be located within an organization with advanced technology 

capabilities, an interest in the mission of the Maryland Folklife Center, and facilities accessible to 

all users.  A request for proposals will be issued for a competition among possible sites.  A college, 

university, or technology center oriented towards serving non-profits would be likely venues.  

Possibilities certainly include UMBC, in association with its Maryland Folklife Archive, or 

ImpactHub Baltimore, but the RFP would need to be an open process. The successful applicant 

would be chosen through applying criteria that would include technological capacity, staffing 

resources, and the potential for equipment sharing, as well as cost.    

 

Governance and Staffing 

The center would have both a governing board and a steering committee/advisory group.   The 

steering committee/advisory group would include members with expertise in digital technology, 

archiving, and folklife, including representatives of each of the Maryland Traditions 

partners.   The Center would be administered by a small staff, including an Executive Director, 

Social Media & Content Strategist, Folklorist, Operations Coordinator, Digital Media Specialist, 

and PR/Marketing expert. These include roles with some technical chops. Alternatively, staff 

support might also be offset by the partnering organization to reduce costs.  It would be governed 

by a suitably diverse board with 10-15 members from a variety of agencies and organizations 

involved with Maryland folklife. They will represent, in addition to representation from 

Maryland Traditions staff and partners, one representative each from state heritage areas, arts 

councils supported through MSAC’s Community Arts Development program, Maryland 

Traditions Apprenticeship masters, the Goucher College Masters in Cultural Sustainability 

program, cultural organizations that present folklife, and community based heritage 

organizations.  Ex-officio membership would be offered to the Maryland Historical Trust, the 

Office of Tourism Development, the Maryland State Board of Education, and the Maryland State 

Arts Council board.  At least one board member would have substantial technology expertise.  

 



 

Funding Sources  
The digital media folklife center would be an independent, non-profit, 501 (c) (3) 

organization. Government funding would constitute the primary funding source.  Other funding 

sources would include revenue from the online store, individual contributions, foundation 

support, and membership programmer. Partnership with an established Academic Digital 

Humanities Department or Digital Innovation Hub may enhance the potential for this center to 

seek funding outside of typical folklife funders.  See appendices for a list of potential funding 

sources and partners.  The table below shares anticipated costs for this model. 

 

 
 

Pros and Cons 
Pros - Through this democratic approach, anyone in Maryland or anyone in the world would 

have quick access to folklife documentation and programming through a computer or 

smartphone. The digital media center would create a highly visible Maryland folklife brand 

associated with the latest technology.  It is the least expensive option since it would not be 

burdened by capital costs for new construction, operating costs for a large facility, or expenses 

for live programming.  This model addresses the interests and needs of younger constituents, 

“digital natives” who relate naturally to digital media, as well as older people who use electronic 

media as a primary means of connecting with the world.   It would be flexible and innovative in 

creating new projects and responding to constituents.  The lack of a physical space should not 

hinder the development of ideas, programing, and collaboration potential. The survey data 

suggests audience and participants are willing to travel up to an hour for folklife events, so having 

•Field Professionals- ethnographers, documentarians, 
researchers, instructors

•Content Distributors- web platforms, bloggers, institutions, 
libraries, museums, schools, organizations

•Culturally Curious Consumers- artists, students, cultural 
explorers

Audience

•Donors and Sponsors 35%
•State and Federal Funding 25%
•Project Grants 25%
•Earned Income 15%

Revenue

•Staff Salaries $255,000-$305,000
•Executive Director - $65,000-$85,000

Social Media & Content Manager - $55,000- $65,000
Folklorist/Ethnographer $55,000-$65,000
Coordinator- $40,000-$45,000
Multi Media Specialist- $40,000-$45,000

•Employer Benefit Costs $81,600-$97,600
•Yearly Facilities and Support $15,000-$50,000 **

Cost

•Capital Costs $125,000-$175,000
•Brand Development- $80,000-$90,000
•Web Development- $10,000-$15,000
•App Development- $5,000-$10,000
•Equipment & Facilities**

Investment



 

an online Center holds greater potential to raise participation rates for existing Maryland 

Traditions partners through expanded visibility and better marketing of events.  
 

Cons - Folklife is actualized and experienced as high touch, face-to-face interactions with other 

human beings. While folklife is now transmitted and presented through digital means, digital 

media cannot provide the distinctive kind of directness and immediacy felt through live co-

presence.  Folklife is created anew each time it is performed and shaped in interaction with 

audiences present at the time of its creation. A Digital Media Center will need to overcome the 

misperception that it is diminishing this experience.  Rather the Center is increasing access and 

awareness which will hopefully encourage people to seek out these experiences. 
 

There is also a wealth disparity with this model in that it assumes all Marylanders have equal 

access to the Internet and its multiple platforms.  As one responded noted, “In the mountains, I 

lose internet when it rains.”  Another noted that people with limited resources often only have a 

smartphone, no computer, and they put minimal minutes on the phone each month.   
 

Another concern is that a center that relies on technology will need to constantly update both its 

content and its technology.  It will require a more dedicated interdisciplinary partnership base 

(coders, arts, businesses) to keep it relevant and current.  Finally, there is the concern for 

intellectual property rights to consider.   
 

The digital media model, while less expensive than the other alternatives presented here, it may 

also be less financially viable than other possibilities.   Earned revenue possibilities are limited.  

Sustainable, ongoing support is less available for digital media programs than for an organization 

providing live programming and a greater variety of tangible services.   

 

2. CENTERS FOR MARYLAND FOLKLIFE – ROBUST REGIONAL FOLKLIFE HUBS 
Maryland is among only a few states in the nation with a statewide folklife infrastructure made 

up of partner organizations throughout the state. This infrastructure provides an invaluable 

foundation for the establishment of Centers for Maryland Folklife in every region of the state. 

Through this decentralized approach, Maryland Traditions partners would expand 

programming, collaborate on new and highly visible statewide activities, and expand their 

services for traditional artists.  The central focus of this model is building the capacity of the 

existing network of organizations. While they are already carrying out a variety of regional 

programs, their limited funding and organizational capacity are currently constraining.  Located 

mainly in museums or universities, the Maryland Traditions partners have had to compete with 

other institutional priorities. Through an invigorated alliance and new collaborations created 

with the Centers for Maryland Folklife, vibrant branding will strengthen the integrity and 

presence of all members. Robust funding will allow an expansion of existing programs to include 

new programs in the areas identified in our research: presentation, field research, education, and 

support for artists and communities. 



 

The additional identity as an official Center for Maryland Folklife would provide heightened 

visibility for Maryland Traditions partners along with new funding sources, programming, and 

partnerships.  Strengthened in their programming and organizational capacity, the Maryland 

Traditions partners would greatly enhance the Center’s ability to serve the core audience for 

folklife programs in Maryland due to their distributed and local access points. We know from our 

survey that the core audience for folklife programs prefers to attend events within an hour’s 

drive--with the majority willing to travel no more than 50 miles to attend folklife programs.  A 

decentralized approach will serve to expand participation in folk arts programming.   

 

As the network of current partners becomes sustainable, a second tier of partners would be 

developed in un-served regions, thus growing the network until there is a thriving buzz of 

interconnected folklife activities across the state.   As new potential partners are identified, they 

would come into the network as an “apprentice” partner and receive some funding to get them 

started with folklife programming.  They would also receive training and professional 

development for two years.  At the end of that 2-year period they would either move to full 

partner status or remain at a second tier affiliate level, still connected but not fully engaged as a 

partner.  Over a ten-year period, we could see growth from 6 to 9 regional partners with a second 

tier of 5 or 6 local affiliates.   

 

Activities 

Programming carried out collaboratively by the Centers for Maryland Folklife would 

include a wide variety of types of folklife programs, including: 

1. Travelling exhibitions of traditional artists. These would include collaboratively 

organized statewide exhibitions as well as exhibitions originated from one of the 

Maryland Traditions partners with local components at each venue. 

2. Tours of traditional performing artists, with additional local or regional artists presented 

at each venue.   

3. The Maryland Traditions festival replicated by each partner, with local components 

featuring regional artists.  The festival would be more substantially thematic than the 

current festival, with themes like maritime heritage, agricultural traditions, traditions 

shared across culture areas (Slavic, African diasporic, etc.).    

4. An annual convening for the folklife field in Maryland.  It would be held at the facility of 

a different Maryland Traditions partner each year.  Participants would include Maryland 

Traditions partners, traditional artists, and community cultural workers involved in 

folklife activities.  The convening would create a stronger sense of community and shared 

purpose among participants.  It would include roundtable discussions about recent, 

current and forthcoming projects as well as workshops on technical and programmatic 

matters. It would be modelled on state and regional retreats in other states which have 

featured such topics as workshops in still photography, video documentation, technical 

dimensions of performing arts presentation, and exhibition curation.  



 

The Centers for Maryland Folklife would have a robust online presence that reflects and supports 

the structure and activities described throughout this model. A central website would create a 

branded, easily navigable, and very visible hub for statewide information and resources 

regarding Maryland Folklife and Traditional Arts. It would also serve as a portal to each regional 

center who will receive technical assistance to develop a strong web presence that best reflects 

local priorities and programming. For example, a museum partner may have a significant 

percentage of their digital presence dedicated to virtual exhibits, another may feature digital 

archives and collections, while another partner may host a variety of heritage tourism guides. 

The significance of having a statewide portal cannot be understated. It would include excellent 

messaging regarding the diverse online offerings of each partner so that Marylanders can better 

see all of their state cultural heritage reflected online, it would be a trusted interface for commerce 

that all partners could utilize, and it would increase visibility and traffic to partner websites 

creating greater opportunities for local programming and resources to be seen and attended. 

 

Locations 

Initially, the Centers for Maryland Folklife will have an administrative office located in the 

facilities of one of the Maryland Traditions partners.  The partners are located in Frostburg, 

Baltimore, Sandy Springs, Silver Spring, St. Michaels and Salisbury.  However, several forum 

attendees were interested in hosting the center.  UMCP, for instance, is interested in connecting 

their regional locations to the folklife program.  MD Humanities also expressed an interest in 

partnering.  They like the model of humanities centers around the state.   

 

Governance and Staffing    
The Centers for Maryland Folklife would have an Executive Director responsible for coordination 

and administration of collaborative partner activities, a Programming Director with curatorial 

responsibilities, a Development Coordinator managing social media, grant funding, and 

advancement; and two new full time folklife positions at each partner organization.  These staff 

members would have responsibility for field research, programming and technical assistance 

activities. These staff cost could be offset by partnerships, research contracts, or grant projects. 

Some forum participants suggested that the planning for this model should consider regional or 

community autonomy in the articulation of priorities for the year ahead and to petition the Center 

for staffing to address those priorities.  Examples shared included that UMBC may ask for 

assistance in digitizing their archives, whereas the Coastal Heritage Alliance may desire a 

folklorist to assist with documentation for a year.  Allowing a more regional voice in which types 

of positions are allocated to which areas may spur even greater impact through this governance 

and staffing model.  An innovative approach is to hire a community scholar or citizen folklorist 

in that second folklore position. This would enhance community connections and grow the field.  

It also sends the message of acknowledging and valuing local knowledge in the development and 

implementation of folklife programming.   
 

The board of the Centers for Maryland Folklife would have the same kind of composition as has 

already been described for the Maryland Digital Media Folklife Center model. It would have 10-



 

15 members from a variety of agencies and organizations involved with Maryland folklife. 

Program committees would be created as needed for particular projects.   

 

Funding Sources 
The Centers for Maryland Folklife would have non-profit, 501 (c) (3) status as an organization, 

enabling it to receive funding for its staff and collaborative projects. It would receive substantial 

government funding, including an ongoing line item from the Maryland legislature and project 

support from the National Endowment for the Arts. It would also receive foundation funding for 

programs, services and full time staff positions. Earned revenue would come from concert tours 

and travelling exhibitions as well as sales from the online store. This model also provides an 

opportunity for a robust membership program.  At the individual and family level, membership 

would offer admission to folklife sites and experiences around the state.  At the organizational 

membership level, partners and affiliate organizations have the opportunity to host travelling 

folklife programs, resident scholar or artist, as well as enjoy the benefit of inclusion in statewide 

marketing and promotional campaigns. The table below shares anticipated costs for this model. 
 

  
Pros and Cons 

Pros - There is no need to start from scratch in creating the Centers for Maryland Folklife because 

it builds upon what has been viewed as a successful program and leverages those relationships 

to create new, sustained, collaborations with partner folklife organizations.  This model sees the 

Maryland Traditions infrastructure bolstered with staffing and resources sufficient to create a 

stronger and more visible statewide presence. The Centers for Maryland Folklife addresses the 

•Field Professionals- ethnographers, documentarians, 
researchers, instructors

•Cultural Producers- artists. performers, tradition-bearers 
•Community Visitors- regional/local visitors, schools and youth 

programs, civic groups, cultural explorers, tourists

Audience

•Donors and Sponsors 30%
•State and Federal Funding 25%
•Project Grants 30%
•Earned Income 15%

Revenue

•Staff Salaries $435,000 - $595,000
•Executive Director - $65,000-$85,000

Program Director - $55,000-$65,000
Folklorists/Community Scholars $45,000-$65,000 (min. 6)* **
Operations Coordinator - $45,000-$55,000
Employer Benefit Costs $139,000-$190,400

•Yearly Operational Costs**

Cost

•Capital Costs- $90,000- $105,000
•Brand Development- $80,000-$90,000
•Web Development- $10,000-$15,000
•Systems & Facilities**

Investment



 

position of a number of forum participants and survey respondents that the Center for Maryland 

Folklife should be decentralized rather than dominated by a single flagship center, situated in 

one location in our highly regionalized state. The Centers for Maryland Folklife would greatly 

enhance the important regional programs of the current Maryland Traditions partners, 

strengthening their network and expanding statewide programming. A leadership team would 

add value in coordinating and enhancing partners’ offerings and working to market folklife as a 

whole throughout the state and beyond. This model would have a decentralized, nimble structure 

of statewide scope made possible by its coordinating administrative staff. It would be less costly 

than a flagship center, since there would be no ongoing capital costs, and operational expenses 

associated with operating an additional facility in a stand-alone building would not be incurred.    
 

Cons - The Centers for Maryland Folklife would carry out localized activities in six different 

locations, which would make for a more diffused center than would occur in activities that are 

centralized in one flagship location. Funding sources may be more inclined to fund activities in a 

single digital media or flagship center than in multiple centers. Coordination among the centers 

would require a centralized administrative staff, providing an additional layer of administration 

in addition to existing ones. The relationship between existing Maryland Traditions staff and the 

new Center’s leadership with regard to partners and state support could prove complicated.  

 

3. MARYLAND FOLKLIFE PLACE –A HOME FOR FOLKLIFE 
Maryland Folklife Place would be a stand-alone, flagship center spotlighting traditions 

throughout the state, and drawing local residents and Marylanders from other regions, as well as 

tourists from around the country and around the world.  Its activities would encompass a wide 

range of cultural and educational programming as well as services to artists. Along with being a 

folklife focal point through activities in its facility, it would also fortify and coordinate 

programming with Maryland Traditions partners and other folklife programs throughout the 

state. The Center would be located in a repurposed building with spaces for performances, 

exhibitions, residencies, classrooms and rehearsal spaces, administrative offices, a gift shop, a 

demonstration kitchen and dining area, co-working spaces, and community garden along with 

dedicated areas for offices and incubators for local groups involved with folk culture. This 

approach acknowledges the community concern about a large, expensive construction project 

and instead fosters community buy-in of an improvement project. The flagship center would 

frequently host and present folklife from the region where it is situated, with strong local support 

for its local, regional, and statewide activities.  Ideally Maryland Folklife Place would have a 

home-like feeling, welcoming to all visitors, and be a well-loved place where communities could 

host others to share their traditions in a spirit of respect and inclusion.  

 

Activities 
The flagship Maryland Folklife Place would emphasize participation and community engagement as 

defining features with exhibits, performances, and events co-curated with community.  Visitors 

would actively engage with artists in talks and performances, sharing their own traditions at 

workshops, dancing responsively at dance concerts, participating in hands-on crafts 



 

demonstrations and foodways programs, planting and harvesting in the community garden, and 

learning to make a folk art in sequential classes. Well-equipped technologically, the Center would 

have video conferencing capacity, equipment for field research, video and sound editing 

software, and a studio for podcasting and recording. The Center would be a destination for school 

field trips as a part of arts education programs linked to curricula in relevant subjects. It would 

be a community gathering place for traditional celebrations of folklife communities in its region. 

An incubator for emerging community arts and heritage groups within the Center would provide 

space for performances, rehearsal and administrative functions, with the Center’s staff providing 

organizational development support.  We expect that the incubator will be especially worthwhile 

for new immigrant and refugee communities, as well as artists seeking a welcoming place to 

practice their traditions and develop a public component, whether as a business, dance troupe, 

or educating artist.  

 

The Center would engage in ongoing field research, which would serve to document traditions, 

identify participants in programming, and create enduring records of traditions that would 

complement those collected through Maryland Traditions partners. We are presenting here a 

wide spectrum of programming possibilities, with priorities and sequences of introducing them 

to be determined. 

 

A permanent exhibition of Maryland folk art will be on view as visitors enter the Center.  The 

Center would also mount temporary exhibitions on a quarterly or semi-annual basis.  It would 

present travelling exhibitions organized by Maryland Traditions partners and other folklife 

centers or museums from within or outside Maryland, adding components relating to regional 

and/or statewide topics. Touring traditional performing artists would be presented along with 

performers from the local area or Maryland in general in a well-designed flexible performance 

space. Tradition bearers presented at the center would also present at libraries and schools in the 

region and elsewhere in Maryland. An annual calendar of events would thematically showcase 

and feature the festival traditions of the many cultures of which Marylanders are a part.  

 

The Center would be a highly welcoming place of considerable value for artists from its region 

and all over Maryland.  Artists would be able to practice and demonstrate their traditions in 

week-long residencies, rehearse for performances, and create work in well-equipped spaces.   

Programming at Maryland Folklife Place would be designed for touring and replication by 

Maryland Traditions partners and other folklife programs elsewhere in the state. The Center 

would include smart rooms equipped with technology to live stream performances, facilitate 

distance learning, and enable artists, folklorists, and administrators to communicate seamlessly 

in virtual co-working spaces. The work of the Center would be carefully preserved, and would 

find a final home in the UMBC Folklife Archive. 

 

The Center would provide services to artists, folklorists, and community members involved in 

folklife documentation and programming.   These technical assistance and professional 

development services could be provided in collaboration with the Masters of Arts Program in 

Cultural Sustainability Program (MACS) at Goucher College.   The faculty of the MACS program 



 

possesses a wide range of experience in practicing and teaching about public folklore and oral 

history documentation, programming, and management. The Center would also serve as a site 

for internships that introduce college and graduate students to the field of public folklore. 

 

A field school for community members would teach and demonstrate the documentation of 

folklife and oral history. Workshops would be offered for artists on marketing their work, self-

presenting their traditions to schools and other venues, and preparation of promotional materials 

and portfolios.  Like the other kinds of technical assistance to be provided, these workshops 

would include peer learning, with participants sharing their own experiences and techniques as 

they learn from one another as well as consultants.   Workshops on portfolio preparation and 

promotional materials would include professional photographers and graphic designers who 

would prepare the materials in collaboration with the artists. 

  

The Center’s technical assistance program would provide services throughout Maryland.  It 

would provide professional development while also strengthening professional networks as 

communities of practice.  This program would include on-site consultations by specialists at the 

sites of the recipient organization as well as “reverse consultancies” where the recipients of 

technical assistance visit the organization of the consultant to experience exemplary programs 

along with the consultation by the consultant.  Consultancies would be for both individuals and 

for small groups as workshops on demand. Travel stipends would also be provided to attend 

events and conferences.  Technical Assistance and professional development would include 

consultancies about project development, expert advice about particular cultural communities, 

assistance to artists for marketing, and technical assistance for organizational development, 

financial management, promotion, marketing and governance. The annual statewide convening 

described in the Centers for Maryland Folklife model would be organized by the Center and held 

in a different part of the state every two years.  

 

Programming and field research would be conceived and carried out collaboratively with the 

local community, which would share authority for planning and project interpretation.  These 

programs should be designed to equip communities to eventually carry out the projects on their 

own, whether outside of or within the Center, with technical support as necessary from the 

Center.  

 

With an educator on staff, the Center would greatly expand its folklife and education programs. 

School programs would include single assembly programs or more immersive and sequential 

folk arts in education programs led by folklorists and traditional artists acting as teaching 

artists.  Afterschool traditional arts ensembles could be hosted in the space. An annual institute 

for teachers and educators, in partnership with Local Learning: The National Network for Folk 

Arts in Education, would offer hands-on instruction to integrate folklife in core curriculum and 

class residencies. It would include field trips in the regions and model presentations of traditional 

artists as teaching artists. The Center would collaborate with schools and colleges in community-

based learning projects, following the lead of Maryland Traditions/UMBC projects in Sparrows 

Point and Curtis Bay. Folklife in education curriculum modules developed by the Center in 



 

collaboration with the state education department would be packaged for use and adaptation by 

school districts throughout the state. Maryland Folklife Place would not only teach about folklife, 

it would host classes for artists to share their culture through classes and workshops.  

 

Maryland Folklife Place would include all of the online activities outlined for the Centers for 

Maryland Folklife in this report.  Its web site would promote folklife events and activities 

statewide.  It would act as a portal to showcase documentation from the UMBC Maryland Folklife 

Archive and other partners. Online exhibitions, podcasts and live streaming of events produced 

by the center and its partners would appear on the site periodically.  These would be included on 

a more extensive Maryland Traditions YouTube channel. Facebook, Twitter and Instagram would 

be used extensively.  Folklife products including recordings of Center concerts and performances 

would be sold at a gift shop as well as through an online store.  Information would be provided 

about folklife funding opportunities provided by MSAC and other funding sources.   Educational 

and professional development workshops presented at the Center would also be webcast and 

provided online.  

 

Timeline and Prioritization 
The programming and services outlined above will be phased in over three years.  Activities that 

will generate earned revenue will be initiated during the first year of the Center. These include 

performances, touring exhibitions and concerts, the online and on-site gift shop, school programs 

and workshops for teachers.  Depending on the space, early earned income could be generated 

by renting out certain unused spaces (classrooms, theater, kitchen) until those programs are 

developed and implemented at the Center. 

 

Location 
As our planning team discussed what a flagship center could be, we devoted much time to 

considering where it might be located. We agreed that it should be situated in a highly trafficked 

area, in a corridor traversed by travelers and tourists, with a substantial potential local 

audience.  Since our survey found that three quarters of respondents attend folklife events within 

50 miles of their home, attracting tourists and other visitors from out of state will be vital for the 

financial sustainability of the Center.  Possible locations include the following: 

 
● A center located along the I-95 corridor would be sited near the most consistently busy 

interstate highway in the United States.  It is used by tourists travelling between New 

England and Florida, roaring through 15 different states.  As the principal thoroughfare 

between the Baltimore and Washington metropolitan areas it passes through the largest 

and most diverse population concentrations in Maryland.  North of the Baltimore metro 

areas it goes through rural communities, small towns and the Chesapeake basin, each of 

which possesses traditions with great time depth that could benefit from increased 

tourism.  South of Baltimore possibilities might include, among repurposed older 

buildings, the former Catonsville Elementary School.  A Center in this area would be 

ideally placed to serve the dozens of new immigrant communities in Washington D.C. 



 

/Baltimore that are making Maryland home. From the Delaware border to the Washington 

Beltway there are many historic buildings that could undergo adaptive reuse for the 

Center’s headquarters.   The Center could also be an entirely new building built in a 

community along the I-95 corridor that would be highly committed to the Center, and, as 

for any other potential site, would obtain the financial resources needed for its 

construction.        

● A Center located along the I-70 or I-68 corridors would benefit from substantial traffic by 

travelers and tourists motoring from the Baltimore and Washington DC metro areas to 

West Virginia, Pennsylvania and the Midwest.   -  Citing in this area would be a boost to 

economically depressed communities.   It could potentially receive community 

development funds for economic revitalization, demonstrated by interest already 

expressed by the Washington County Chamber of Commerce. Washington County 

contains both exurban communities, with ethnic diversity (in Hagerstown, the Philippines 

and El Salvador are the second and third largest countries of origin)  as well as other areas 

with their own distinctive rural and small town cultures of substantial time depth, 

suggesting a diverse local audience along with tourists and travelers passing through.  If 

the center is in the Maryland panhandle, it would be situated in a region heavily 

dependent on tourism with distinctive economic development needs, although it would 

be less accessible from the Washington and Baltimore metropolitan areas than a 

Washington County site.  As in any other potential site, the center could be in an 

adaptively reused historic building, a repurposed older building or an entirely new 

facility.   

● Outside of these corridors the Eastern Shore should also be considered.  Situating the 

Center on the Eastern Shore would associate it with a region that is especially folklife 

intensive, highly historic and close to the major centers of seashore recreation for Mid-

Atlantic beach-goers, as well as the Baltimore and Washington metropolitan areas. 

 

Governance and Staffing    
The board of the flagship Maryland Folklife Place would be an expanded version of the board 

described for the Maryland Digital Media Folklife Center and Centers for Maryland Folklife 

models.  It is imperative that the local community be deeply involved with the Center and have 

a sense of ownership in it, and that it reflect Maryland’s diversity. The enlarged board of 20 

members would include local representatives from the arts, heritage and business communities 

as well as individuals with expertise in business, law, accounting and nonprofit management. At 

least 10 members would come from a variety of agencies and organizations involved with 

Maryland folklife. They will represent, in addition to Maryland Traditions partners, one 

representative each from state heritage areas, arts councils supported through MSAC’s 

Community Arts Development program, Maryland Traditions Apprenticeship masters, the 

Goucher College Masters in Cultural Sustainability program, cultural organizations that present 

folklife, and community based heritage organizations.  Ex-officio membership would be offered 

to the Maryland Historical Trust, the Office of Tourism Development, the Maryland State Board 

of Education and the Maryland State Arts Council board.  At least one board member would have 



 

substantial technology expertise. Program committees would be created as needed for particular 

projects.   
 

An advisory board would include additional state agencies whose missions relate to the Center. 

Agencies concerned with agriculture, tourism, education, economic development and the ageing 

would be represented on an advisory board that would suggest new collaborative initiatives 

involving one or more partners.  For example, driving tours of heritage corridors featuring 

folklife would be designed in collaboration with Maryland Tourism and other relevant state 

agencies. Initiatives involving traditional agricultural practices would be designed in association 

with the Maryland Department of Agriculture.  The Center would be well articulated with the 

folk and traditional arts programs of MSAC, providing space for a satellite office and showcasing 

MSAC programs.  
 

Maryland Traditions partners would all be members of a programming advisory board that 

would jointly determine programming with the Center’s staff.  Care would be taken to see that 

these programs complement, collaborate with, support and do not compete with activities 

undertaken by Maryland Traditions partners and folklife programs in the state. Maryland 

Traditions would continue to fund and provide programmatic oversight for its regional partners 

and continue to provide apprenticeship and project funding. 
 

Committees, which could have non-board members, might include programming, finance, 

development/fundraising and nominating and/or personnel. There would be collaborations with 

local organizations serving seniors, refugees and youths for events relating to the local traditions 

of their constituencies.   
 

The Center would employ 12-15 staff members, a mix of full and part-time.  They would include 

an Executive Director, two staff folklorists responsible for field research, program creation and 

services to the field; a folklife education specialist, a development director, a webmaster, and 

technical, administrative operations and maintenance personnel.  
 

The Center’s internship program would involve local high school students, undergraduate and 

graduate students interested in folklife and the administration of heritage organizations.  The 

internships would be linked to their learning program in their educational institution, which 

would be among an expansive network of Maryland Folklife Center partners. Local volunteers 

would assist with programs and administration.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Funding Sources 
The Center would be a non-profit, 501 (c) (3) organization.  Financial support from the locality 

and region would be a major criterion in selecting the site for the Center, which would be selected 

through a bidding process. The funding base would necessarily be more diverse than in the other 

models (or previous phases if seen as a phased model). Government funds would be an important 

source for capital costs. Capital funding support from public sources could come from 

community revitalization programs and a legislative line item. Since cultural organizations have 

floundered when capital campaigns do not include operating costs, an endowment for programs 

and operations should be part of any capital campaign conducted prior to the opening of the 

Center or during its first years of operation.  The Maryland State legislature would provide an 

ongoing line item for general operating support for the Center.  Revenue sources for 

programmatic and operating expenses would include individual contributions, NEA, NEH, 

MSAC, the Maryland Historical Trust, the Maryland Humanities Council, the Friends of the 

Maryland Folklife Center and event-specific crowd sourced funding campaigns.  The gift shop, 

tickets for performances, tuition for classes and workshops, space rental fees for non-folklife 

activities, fees for school programs and the cafe would be steady sources of earned revenue.  New 

collaborations with other state agencies could leverage the Center’s resources with new streams 
of funding and in-kind services. Working space could be made for other agencies in the Center, 

creating an innovative locus for inter-agency collaboration in the areas of culture, and its role in 

economic, social, and environmental sustainability.  The follow table provides a suggestion of 

funding sources for this model. 

 
*Contract staff as needed      **Offset by potential partnerships 

•Field Professionals- ethnographers, documentarians, researchers, 
instructors

•Cultural Producers- artists. performers, tradition-bearers, 
•Destination Visitors- regional/local visitors, tourists, 

artist/performer fanbase, cultural explorers

Audience

•Donors and Sponsors 30%
•State and Federal Funding 20%
•Project Grants 25%
•Earned Income 25%

Revenue

•Staff Salaries $400,000-$515,000
•Executive Director - $65,000-$85,000

Folklorists/Ethnographer $45,000-$65,000 (2)
Development Coordinator- $55,000-$65,000
Community Innovation Coordinator- $55,000- $65,000
Social Media Specialist- $35,000-$45,000
Part-time Program & Support Staff- $100,000-$125,000* **

•Employer Benefit Costs $96,000-$124,800
•Yearly Facilities Maintainence* **

Cost

•Capital Costs $1.5 million - $25 million
•Brand Development- $80,000-$90,000
•Web Development- $10,000-$15,000
•Real Estate & Renovation**

Investment



 

Because this model uniquely includes the capability for earned income from the space, the following 

outlines in more detail the space allocation and potential earned income strategies to support operation. 

Taking into account the types of activities described above, the research team estimates this model requires 

a 31,500 square foot facility, based on best design practices. The spaces needed to accommodate the 

proposed activities include: 

 

1. Performance Venue 

2. Event Hall 

3. Gallery & gift shop 

4. Studio 

5. Administrative 

6. Classroom 

7. Outdoor  

 

We outline above a final estimate of total earned annual income at $267,800, should the income 

potential of all the spaces be fully utilized. The proposed figures convey the hypothetical correlations 

of brick and mortar space and earned revenue. The research has not explored programmatic pricing, 

such as classes and workshops, as they may or may not be exclusive to the built environment- yet could 

certainly provide additional earned income.  Our research stresses the significance of leasing out spaces 

(studios and office) as a vital component of this model’s viability.  Detailed revenue estimates for each 

of these spaces can be found in the Appendix D. 

 

Pros and Cons 

Pros - A flagship center in a stand-alone facility would provide a destination for tourists along with 

activities that resonate with local residents through presenting regional traditions.  Through its larger staff, 

it would provide statewide services to Marylanders and visitors through strengthening the capacity of our 

artists, folklorists, community scholars and like-minded organizations and agencies.  It would be the most 

Space Net Area (Square Feet) Revenue 

Performance Venue 3,500 $120,400 

Event Hall 2,500 $17,000 

Gallery 6,000 $50,000 

Artist Studios 9,000 $61,200 

Administrative 3,000 $19,200 

Supply/Storage 1,500 0 

Totals 31,500 $267,800 



 
 

visible and highly branded of the three alternatives presented here.  As a major destination and 

programming facility, it would be the most likely to receive funding from foundations and corporations.  

It might also be able to benefit from government community development funds.   
  

Cons – The flagship center would be the most expensive of any of the models proposed here.  It would 

require capital and operational funding that would not be incurred through the other models.  A flagship 

center would, obviously, have a centralizing character for folklife activity in the state, which would have 

to be mitigated through strong partnerships with, and support for, Maryland Traditions and other local 

and regional partners.  
 

  



 
 

APPENDIX C 
 

WEIGHTED ANALYSIS FOR ATTRIBUTES AND SCORES FOR EACH MODEL 
The first chart below is based on responses from the Steering Committee when asked to weight 

the criteria developed to assess each potential model.  We then applied the weighted average to 

the responses from attendees at the Final Forum in November to achieve a final “score” for each 

model.  These are provided in the second, third and fourth tables below. 

  

  
Attribute 

Not 
Important  

Somewhat 
Important  

Important  Very 
Important  

Required  Total 
Responses  

Weighted 
Average  

 
Governance  

0.00% 
0  

11.11% 
1  

11.11% 
1  

22.22% 
2  

55.56% 
5  

  
9  

  
4.22  

 
Activities  

0.00% 
0  

0.00% 
0  

22.22% 
2  

33.33% 
3  

44.44% 
4  

  
9  

  
4.22  

Funding Potential  0.00% 
0  

0.00% 
0  

22.22% 
2  

22.22% 
2  

55.56% 
5  

  
9  

  
4.33  

Potential for 
Earned Income  

0.00% 
0  

44.44% 
4  

44.44% 
4  

0.00% 
0  

11.11% 
1  

  
9  

  
2.78  

 
Location  

0.00% 
0  

0.00% 
0  

33.33% 
3  

55.56% 
5  

11.11% 
1  

  
9  

  
3.78  

Community 
Collaborations  

0.00% 
0  

0.00% 
0  

0.00% 
0  

33.33% 
3  

66.67% 
6  

  
9  

  
4.67  

Economic Impact  0.00% 
0  

11.11% 
1  

77.78% 
7  

11.11% 
1  

0.00% 
0  

  
9  

  
3.00  

Community 
Development  

0.00% 
0  

0.00% 
0  

33.33% 
3  

55.56% 
5  

11.11% 
1  

  
9  

  
3.78  

 
Infrastructure  

0.00% 
0  

0.00% 
0  

55.56% 
5  

33.33% 
3  

11.11% 
1  

  
9  

  
3.56  

 
Physical Space  

0.00% 
0  

33.33% 
3  

44.44% 
4  

22.22% 
2  

0.00% 
0  

  
9  

  
2.89  

 
Technology  

0.00% 
0  

22.22% 
2  

22.22% 
2  

11.11% 
1  

44.44% 
4  

  
9  

  
3.78  

 
Cost  

0.00% 
0  

11.11% 
1  

33.33% 
3  

44.44% 
4  

11.11% 
1  

  
9  

  
3.56  

Service to the Field  11.11% 
1  

0.00% 
0  

33.33% 
3  

22.22% 
2  

33.33% 
3  

  
9  

  
3.67  

 
Staffing  

0.00% 
0  

0.00% 
0  

11.11% 
1  

33.33% 
3  

55.56% 
5  

  
9  

  
4.44  

Timeline to 
Launch  

33.33% 
3  

11.11% 
1  

55.56% 
5  

0.00% 
0  

0.00% 
0  

  
9  

  
2.22  

 
Other  

0.00% 
0  

0.00% 
0  

20.00% 
1  

0.00% 
0  

80.00% 
4  

  
5  

  
4.60  
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1 5 3 5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 0 31 

2 0 0 0 5 4 4 4.5 0 17.5 

3 4 2 4 4 4 4 4 3 29 

4 3 2 4 4 3 3 3 2 24 

5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

6 2 1 0 3 3 4 2 2 17 

7 4 3 5 5 3 5 5 3 33 

8 1 2 3 3 2 2 2 3 18 

9 4 3 5 4 3 5 5 2 31 

10 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 33 

11 5 3 5 4 2 3 3 4 29 

12 4 2.5 5 5 4 5 5 4 34.5 

13 4 0 4 4 0 4 5 4 25 

14 5 3 5 3 3 3 3 3 28 

15 3 3 4 5 4 4 4 3 30 

16 3 3 4 5 3 5 2 3 28 

17 4 5 5 5 4 5 5 3 36 

18 2 2 4 2 1 1 2 2 16 

19 5 4 4 5 5 4 4 5 36 

20 5 2 5 5 4 5 2 3 31 

21 3 4 5 4 3 5 3 2 29 

22 4 3 4 5 4 4.5 5 3.5 33 

23 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 2 37 

24 4 4 5 5 3 5 5 4 35 

25 5 1.5 4 3 2 4 2 4 25.5 

26 4 2 3 5 4 5 4 3 30 

27 3 2 4 4 3 4 4 2 26 

28 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 4 38 

29 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 39 

30 3.5 0 0 4.5 2 3.5 3.5 3 20 

31 0 2 0 0 3 3 5 3 16 

 3.5 2.54 3.70 4.06 3.20 3.98 3.72 2.85 27.59 

Weight 4.22 4.33 3.78 4.67 3 3.78 3.67 3.56   

 14.77 11.03 14.02 18.98 9.62 15.05 13.67 10.16 107.33 
 
          

Reponses for Centers for Maryland Folklife 
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T
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1 3 3 0 4 3 4 3 3 23 

2 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 5 

3 2 3 2 4 2 3 3 3 22 

4 3 5 4 4 3 2 4 5 30 

5 5 3 5 5 0 3 5 3 29 

6 3 2 3 3 2 0 2 2 17 

7 4 2 0 3 1.5 3 3 0 16.5 

8 3 2 5 4 1 2 4 4 25 

9 3 2 0 1 3 2 4 2 17 

10 3 4 4 3 3 4 4 3 28 

11 4 4 3 2 2 2 2 3 22 

12 3 2 5 4 2 3 4 3 26 

13 2 3 2 3 2 3 3 2 20 

14 0 0 0 1 3 4 4 0 12 

15 5 5 4 5 2 1 3 3 28 

16 3 4 0 5 1 2 4 3 22 

17 2 2 1 4 2 2 2 2 17 

18 3 2 4 4 4 4 3 4 28 

19 2 1 1 2 1 1 2 2 12 

20 4 3 4 5 2 3 5 3 29 

21 2 3 2 3 0 1.5 3.5 3 18 

22 2 4 4 1 1 1 2 3 18 

23 2 5 0 5 3 3 2 2 22 

24 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 40 

25 3 4 5 3 2 3 3 4 27 

26 3 2 4 4 3 2 3 4 25 

27 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 28 

28 1 5 0 4 1 1 2 2 17 

29 3 4 3 3 2.5 2.5 4 3 25 

30 3 3 3 2 2 1 3 2 19 

31 2 2 2 1 1 1 3 4 16 

 2.77 2.96 2.67 3.22 2.03 2.32 3.14 2.74 22.04 

Weight 4.22 4.33 3.78 4.67 3 3.78 3.67 3.56  

 11.70 12.85 10.12 15.06 6.09 8.77 11.54 9.761 85.92 
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1 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 5 

2 4 3 2 3 3 3 3 3 24 

3 4 3 4 4 4 3 4 3 29 

4 3 3 2 2.5 2.5 1 4 3 21 

5 5 1 1 1 2 3 4 5 22 

6 4 0 0 4.5 0 3 0 0 11.5 

7 3 2 3 0 2 2 0 2 14 

8 3 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 23 

9 5 4 0 2 1 2 5 5 24 

10 0 0 3 3.5 0 3 0 0 9.5 

11 5 4 3 5 4 5 5 4 35 

12 5 2 3 5 3 4 4 5 31 

13 0 2 3 4 4 5 5 4 27 

14 2 1 3 2 2 1 1 1 13 

15 3 2 2 3 2 3 2 2 19 

16 3 3 2 3 2 2 3 3 21 

17 5 3 3 5 3 4 5 5 33 

18 5 5 3 4 4 4 4 5 34 

19 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8 

20 4 2 3 4 4 4 4 4 29 

21 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8 

22 3 0 1.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 3 2 17 

23 3 3 1 1 2 0 4 4 18 

24 2 2 1 1 2 2 3 2 15 

25 4 3 0 4 3 4 4.5 4 26.5 

26 2 0 0 0 2 0 2 1 7 

27 5 2 2 1 1 1 2 1 15 

28 3 2 3 4 4 2 5 4 27 

29 4 2 3 3 4 3 3 3 25 

30 3 3 2 3 4 4 4 3 26 

31 4 4 5 5 4 5 0 3 30 

 3.16 2.09 2.04 2.74 2.61 2.59 2.85 2.77 20.88 

Weight 4.22 4.33 3.78 4.67 3 3.78 3.67 3.56   

 13.34 9.07 7.74 12.80 7.83 9.81 10.47 9.87 80.97 



 
 

APPENDIX D 
 

REVENUE PROJECTIONS FOR USE OF SPACE AT MARYLAND FOLKLIFE PLACE 
1. The performance venue will serve as a flexible performance and event space, equipped theatrical 

lighting, sound system, stage, and 300 available audience seats. This site can accommodate touring events, 

in house productions, lectures, and large community meetings. 
 

Performance Venue Net Area 
(Square Ft) 

Assumptive Use (Capacity of 300 People)  Anticipated 
Income 

  3,500     

    Organized Events   

    Hourly Rental Rate $60 

    Average Duration of Rental 4.0 Hrs. 

    # of Annual Rentals 80 

    Revenue $19,200 

        

    General Audience Ticketed Events   

    Events per year 25 

    Average Attendance 200 

    Average Ticket Price $20 

    Revenue $100,000 

        

    School Ticketed Events   

    Hourly Rental rate $30 

    Average Duration of Rental 4.0 Hrs. 

    # of Annual Rentals 10 

    Revenue $1,200 

    Total Venue Revenue $120,400 

 
  



 
 

2.     The event space can also function as the primary lobby for the center. The space can host temporary 
exhibitions and be rented out for functions. 

Event Hall Net Area 
(Square Ft) 

Assumptive Use  Anticipated 
Income 

  2,500     

    Community Event   

    Hourly Rental Rate $40 

    Average Duration of Rental 4.0 Hrs. 

    # of Annual Rentals 50 

    Revenue $8,000 

        

    Corporate Events   

    Hourly Rental Rate $60 

    Average Duration of Rental 5.0 Hrs. 

    # of Annual Rentals 30 

    Revenue $9,000 

    Total Venue Revenue $17,000 

 
 

3.     The gallery space can accommodate permanent and/or temporary exhibitions, guided tours, and potential 
retail space for local artists. 

Gallery Space Net Area 
(Square Ft) 

Assumptive Use  Anticipated 
Income 

  6,000     

    Open Access   

    No Revenue $0 

    Special Ticketed Exhibitions   

    Annual Visitation 10,000 

    Average Ticket Price $5 

    Revenue $50,000 

    Total Revenue $50,000 

 



 
 

4.     The artist studios can serve as incubator and work spaces for practicing local artists. It is important to note 
that the studios are a revenue generating resource with minimum overhead. By leasing out the studios with 
12-month contracts, the studios provide a sustainable and consistent revenue stream.  The space can also 
support opportunities for artist in resident programs. 
 

Artist Studios Net Area 
(Square Ft) 

Assumptive Use (18 Studios/500 square 
feet) 

 Anticipated 
Income 

  9,000     

    Leased Studios   

    Yearly Rent $3,600 

    # of Units for Rent 17 

    Revenue $61,2000 

        

    Artist-in-Residence Studio   

    Yearly Rent $0 

    # of Units for Rent 1 

    Revenue $0 

    Total Revenue $61,200 

 

 
5.     The administrative offices will provide private space for staff and local folk life organizations. By leasing 
out a portion of the designated space, the offices can generate sustainable renewable funding streams. 
 

Administrative Space Net Area 
(Square Ft) 

Assumptive Use  Anticipated 
Income 

  3,000     

    MFL Center (In House)   

    No Revenue $0 

    Outside Organizations   

    Lease #1- Annual $9,600 

    Lease #2- Annual $9,600 

    Revenue $19,200 

    Total Revenue $19,200 
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OVERVIEW 
Ideally, the budget for the Maryland Folklife Center would be composed of 25% from the NEA, 

25% from the State Arts Council, 25% from foundations and donations, and the remaining 25% 

from consulting and other earned income.  Obviously, this will not be feasible in the first several 

years of establishing the organization.  It will need higher levels from the State Arts Council  to 

begin with, levels that could taper off over ten years to a level that is consistent and ensures 

sustainability, but does not constrict the organization from being flexible and deft.   

 

Being flexible and deft will be critical skills for the staff of the center.  Having the capacity to 

envision programming beyond the arts and to pursue those relevant funding streams (education, 

tourism, community development, health, environment, etc.) will be necessary in order to survive.  

This also means starting small and putting time and effort into building strong partnerships.  The 

phased-in modular approach we have recommended enables this kind of strategy.     

 

Although we are concerned about the perception of a Baltimore-centric folklife center, we also 

recognize what Amy Kitchener (Alliance for California Traditional Arts) meant when she said, 

“You need to have an office in the center of power.  Get at least one third of your funding from 

local sources (i.e. Baltimore if it is located in Baltimore; and it has to be multiple sources.  This is 

the only way to create a base on which to build.” (Personal interview, October 2017)  Amy was 

able to establish satellite offices of ACTA in San Francisco and Los Angeles with this approach.  

This enabled strong foundational support and a base from which she could build for support of 

more state-wide activities.   

 

Our colleagues around the country report funding support from community foundations, private 

donors, large foundations such as The Rockefeller and Pew, as well as NEA, NEH, The National 

Trust for Historic Preservation, IMLS, online stores, municipalities, programming registration 

fees, partnerships, and some corporations. 

 

Below, we have provided recommendations for developing diverse funding streams.  Ultimately, 

however, the fundraising plan will depend on the modular approach outlined in a business plan 

for the Folklife Center.  These are suggestions to pursue, once those larger decisions have been 

made. 

EARNED INCOME 
Earned income is technically “money derived from paid work.”  In the non-profit world, this 

refers to income from ticket sales, registration and rental fees, the sale of merchandise, or 

consulting and contracts.   The benefit of a robust stream of earned income is that it is unrestricted 

in its use (unless it is used specifically to match a grant).  These funds can be used to cover costs 

related to the event or they may be used to cover other costs incurred by the organization (salaries, 



 
 

maintenance, basic operations).   As the Folklife Center grows toward a flagship center, it should 

carefully anticipate income that could be generated by public use of their space.  See Appendix D 

for an estimate of potential income of this sort.   

 

In the meantime, earned income may initially come in the form of registration fees for the 

suggested webinars or workshops, annual gathering, online store purchases, subscription to a 

regular newsletter or the chance to receive a physical calendar of events (not just online), or fees 

from buying or using original electronic material provided by the Folklife Center. There is also 

the opportunity to charge school groups a small fee for using the online content of a Digital Media 

Folklife Center in their classrooms.  

 

Depending on the goals for access of the Center, there exists the opportunity to charge forum 

contributors, subscribers, or artists for use of the Digital Media site perhaps in the form of a 

personal webpage, or to announce a series of events.  Earned income could also be made through 

downloadable online games, programs, or virtual exhibits for individuals to use. For example, a 

family might pay to download a web exhibit package to interact with on smart televisions that 

could include a game as well as educational information about MD folklife. Mobile apps are an 

option to generate income from downloads and usage which could be directly linked to the virtual 

center. With the rise of virtual reality (VR), buying physical cardboard VR viewing goggles can 

be combined with mobile apps form the Center. The New York Times has done something like 

this before: http://www.nytimes.com/marketing/nytvr/  

 

Another option is to create a Friends of Maryland Folklife group that provides membership 

benefits (discounts, early news, free music downloads, etc.) and to set up a donation site on the 

webpage.  This can be especially useful when linked to a ticketing site for events.  If people are 

using the site to attend events, it is easy to support the organization with a quick donation.   

Additionally, organizations that want to carry the Maryland Folklife “brand” could pay an 

additional fee, perhaps on a sliding scale to create access for many different organizations to 

display the brand logo on their website and in their print materials. 

 

Finally, a consistent idea generated by forum participants is that of creating folklife tours that 

move people from one region to the other, exploring the changing landscape, meeting traditional 

practitioners, attending folklife events, and getting to know first-hand the differences and 

similarities across the state.  These tours could be organized in partnership with local 

organizations and might include Marylanders as well as visitors.  They offer an opportunity for 

additional earned income. 

 

 

http://www.nytimes.com/marketing/nytvr/


 
 

UNEARNED/RESTRICTED INCOME 
Restricted income is the most common stream of funding for most non-profits.  These are funds 

that come from grants and contracts with very specific budgets and accounting of expenditures.  

It is illegal to use these funds for anything not specifically identified in the original budget.  The 

challenge with Restricted Income is the limited flexibility.  The other challenge is that if an 

organization becomes too dependent on one grant source, they may find themselves is serious 

trouble if that single stream dissipates due to political changes.   

 

Grants are found at all levels; community foundations, municipalities, state government agencies, 

regional foundations, corporate foundations and the federal government.  Grants.gov is the go-to 

source for federal grant announcements.    

 

Funders  

The funders listed below serve as a good starting place for the first phase of the Folklife Center, 

especially for technology development.  A helpful website with links to useful funding search 

engines is: https://cheekymonkeymedia.ca/blog/are-you-looking-grants-nonprofits-canada-and-

us.   

 

 LOCAL 

 A great source for Baltimore area funding is the Association of Baltimore Area 

Grantmakers (http://www.abagrantmakers.org/) which offers grant writing recourses for 

non-profits as well as a digital newsletter about RFPs and upcoming deadlines. 

 The Abell Foundation (http://www.abell.org/grants) - The Foundation is committed to 

improving the lives of underserved populations by supporting innovative, results-

oriented efforts to solve systemic social, economic, and environmental problems.  Our 

areas of interest are education, workforce development, health and human services, 

community development, criminal justice and addiction, environment and arts. 

 The Baltimore Community Foundation (www.bcf.org) and especially  

 William G. Baker Jr. Memorial Fund whose purpose is to “Strengthen Baltimore’s 

arts and culture sector, enriching the lives of metropolitan residents and 

supporting civic engagement through the arts.” 

 The Neighborhood Grants Program supporting “projects that get more neighbors 

involved in the community, build new leaders or improve existing leadership for 

the neighborhood, or increase neighborhood vibrancy through the arts.” 

https://cheekymonkeymedia.ca/blog/are-you-looking-grants-nonprofits-canada-and-us
https://cheekymonkeymedia.ca/blog/are-you-looking-grants-nonprofits-canada-and-us
http://www.abagrantmakers.org/
http://www.abell.org/grants
http://www.bcf.org/


 
 

 The Annie E. Casey Foundation (http://www.aecf.org/) which offers a range of grant 

programs focused on children, families, and communities.   

 The Harry and Jeanette Weinberg Foundation 

(http://hjweinbergfoundation.org/program-areas/) The funding program for Older Adults 

could be a great resource for programs with older traditional artists “to age in their 

communities with independence and dignity.”  

 

 STATE 
 

 Chesapeake Bay Trust, $5000 for community engagement: 

http://philanthropynewsdigest.org/rfps/rfp7422-chesapeake-bay-trust-invites-

applications-for-community-engagement-grants  

 Corporation for National and Community Service, state and national grants for 

community volunteer projects, AmeriCorps: https://www.nationalservice.gov/build-

your-capacity/grants/funding-opportunities  

 Maryland Humanities Council: Grants support “public programming with the 

humanities at its heart — inspiring organizations to explore innovative programs that 

spark dialogue, strive to engage new audiences, and stimulate the thoughtful exchange of 

ideas”: https://www.mdhumanities.org/grants/grant-programs/  MHC staff attended the 

community forums and expressed interest in collaborating to create a folklife presence 

that reaches into every corner of the state.  Such collaborations are well worth pursuing. 

 

 

 FEDERAL 

 
 National Endowment for the Humanities, $1,000,000 award ceiling for media projects: 

https://www.grants.gov/web/grants/learn-grants/grant-making-agencies/national-

endowment-for-the-humanities.html  

 For the archival digitization work proposed, support from the NEH in the form of 

a “Common Heritage” grant, which supports community digitization and 

outreach events to increase public awareness and stewardship of heritage 

collections held by the public would be a possibility for funding, as would the 

Grammy Museum (if some of the archive holdings are music).  

 

 National Endowment for the Arts https://www.arts.gov   

 ArtPlace America, National Creative Placemaking Fund (NCPF), one of four 

ArtPlace America (ArtPlace) programs, which is designed to invest in planning 

and development projects that deploy arts and culture to strengthen their 

http://www.aecf.org/
http://hjweinbergfoundation.org/program-areas/
http://philanthropynewsdigest.org/rfps/rfp7422-chesapeake-bay-trust-invites-applications-for-community-engagement-grants
http://philanthropynewsdigest.org/rfps/rfp7422-chesapeake-bay-trust-invites-applications-for-community-engagement-grants
https://www.nationalservice.gov/build-your-capacity/grants/funding-opportunities
https://www.nationalservice.gov/build-your-capacity/grants/funding-opportunities
https://www.mdhumanities.org/grants/grant-programs/
https://www.grants.gov/web/grants/learn-grants/grant-making-agencies/national-endowment-for-the-humanities.html
https://www.grants.gov/web/grants/learn-grants/grant-making-agencies/national-endowment-for-the-humanities.html
https://www.arts.gov/


 
 

community. Grants range from $50,000 to $500,000, and would be particularly 

suited to building options in communities currently underserved by the arts.  

 In conjunction with the above grant, an NEA “Our Town” grant, in which Arts 

Engagement, Cultural Planning, and Design Projects that represent the distinct 

character and quality of their communities are funded would be a perfect 

coupling. These projects require a partnership between a nonprofit organization 

and a local government entity, with one of the partners being a cultural 

organization. Matching grants range from $25,000 to $200,000.  

 Other NEA grants including the “Challenge America” support for underserved 

populations, provides $10,000 for projects, and the “Art Works” initiative, which 

supports artistically excellent projects that celebrate our creativity and cultural 

heritage, invite mutual respect for differing beliefs and values, and enrich 

humanity. Matching grants generally range from $10,000 to $100,000. As with 

most grants from the NEA, a minimum cost share/match equal to the grant 

amount is required.         

 INDEPENDENT 
 

 InterConnection Nonprofit Computer Grant, grant for physical computers, and trainings 

to be available to underserved communities: 

http://interconnection.org/computergrants.php  

 The Kresge Foundation, grants for place-based initiatives, creativity in under-served 

areas, cross-disciplinary approaches: https://kresge.org/opportunities  

 Grammy Museum Grant Program, grants for audio preservation projects, also 

preservation to individual artists: http://www.afsnet.org/news/news.asp?id=356202 & 

https://www.grammy.com/grants  

 The Grantsmanship Center offers their annual list of the top funding organizations in 

each state.  Here is a link to the list for Maryland:  https://www.tgci.com/funding-

sources/MD/top.  The giving amounts range from $2,066,705 to $105,627,091, although the 

median amount is about $10,000,000.  Of course, the more flexible the Center can be in its 

articulation of the value and impact of its work, the broader the opportunities for 

funding.  

 Excelon is a nation-wide energy company that does business in Maryland and has funded 

folklife programming in other areas.  In Philadelphia, the Philadelphia Folklore Project 

and Philippine Folk Arts Society both received funding from Exelon.  In 2016, Exelon 

contributed $46.1 million dollars to non-profit organizations around the country.  Some of 

the relevant areas of focus for Excelon are culture, arts, and neighborhood development.  

Grant applications can be completed online and grants may be received once every 12 

http://interconnection.org/computergrants.php
https://kresge.org/opportunities
http://www.afsnet.org/news/news.asp?id=356202
https://www.grammy.com/grants
https://www.tgci.com/funding-sources/MD/top
https://www.tgci.com/funding-sources/MD/top


 
 

months.  The website for submitting applications is 

http://www.exeloncorp.com/community/grants. 

 

MUNICIPALITY SUPPORT 
 

One Maryland Tax Credit- Businesses that invest in an economic development project in a 

"qualified distressed county" and create at least 25 new full-time jobs may qualify for up to $5.5 

million in state income tax credits. Project tax credits of up to $5 million are based on qualifying 

costs incurred in connection with the acquisition, construction, rehabilitation and installation of a 

project. Start-up tax credits of up to $500,000 are available for the expense of moving a business 

from outside Maryland and for the costs of furnishing and equipping the new location. The credit 

can be carried forward 14 years and is refundable, subject to certain limitations. 

 

Job Creation Tax Credit -- Businesses that create a minimum number of new full-time positions 

may be entitled to state income tax credits of up to $1,000 per job or $1,500 per job in a 

"revitalization area."  

 

Stacy Kubofcik, Tax Incentive Specialist 

Maryland Department of Commerce, Office of Finance Programs 

410-767-4980 

877-821-0099 

 

Mark A. Vulcan, Director, Tax Incentives 

Maryland Department of Commerce, Office of Finance Programs 

410-767-6438 

877-821-0099 

 

Maryland Economic Development Corporation (MEDCO) for Sustainable Communities  

Created in 1984 by an act of the Maryland General Assembly, Maryland Economic Development 

Corporation (MEDCO) functions under the provisions of Title 10, Subtitle 1 of the Economic 

Development Article of the Annotated Code of Maryland and is charged to: 

 help relieve unemployment; 

 encourage the increase of business activity and commerce and a balanced economy; 

 help retain and attract business activity and commerce through the development, 

expansion, and/or modernization of facilities; 

 promote economic development; and 

http://www.exeloncorp.com/community/grants
mailto:stacy.kubofcik@maryland.gov
mailto:mark.vulcan@maryland.gov


 
 

 promote the health, safety, right of gainful employment and welfare of Maryland 

residents. 

MEDCO was created by State statute and is both a corporation and an instrument of the State. Its 

mission includes promoting economic growth and development throughout Maryland as well as 

assisting other governmental entities in developing real estate. It has been granted a number of 

powers by statute, including the ability to issue both taxable and tax-exempt bonds to support the 

financing of projects. MEDCO can provide “conduit” financing for projects, meaning that it does 

not provide its own funding to repay the bonds that it issues and instead sells the bonds into the 

private investor market. MEDCO bonds can be structured to be repaid from various types of 

dedicated revenue sources, including parking fees, special taxes, project revenues and other 

sources. 

INDIVIDUAL DONORS 
Every organization that we interviewed stressed the importance of cultivating individual donors 

to support their work.  Some do it with much more success than others, but they all recognize the 

value of these friends.  This is a time-consuming process that cannot be rushed.  It also cannot be 

ignored.  Many of the colleagues we interviewed identified this and their primary responsibility.  

Individual donors will continue to support an organization as long as they feel engaged and 

appreciated.  They also connect their friends to the organization, participate as audience members 

at events, volunteer on committees, and sometimes host fundraising events.  We recommend the 

following steps:  

 

 Make a commitment to establishing a Donor Development strategy.   

 Spend some time clearly articulating the kinds of donors you need; major donors, 

planned giving donors, recurring donors, members, etc.  How much is needed 

specifically from individual donors over what period of time?   

 Create a donor profile for each level to fine tune your strategy for reaching them.  This 

means knowing who supports folklife in the state, at what levels.  Plan to commit to the 

right research. 

 Work with existing donors to help think through a plan to achieve your funding goals.    

 Begin with the Board members to demonstrate direct support for the MD Folklife Center, 

and their affiliate organizations. 

  



 
 

PARTNERS 

SCHOOLS 

It is not surprising, given the desire to ensure all programming has an educational component, 

that schools show up as one of the most important partners for the Folklife Center.  Educational 

activities would certainly be a part of the Center and a partnership with teachers and school 

districts would ensure that activities meet educational standards and are relevant to what is being 

taught in the classroom..  However, there may also be opportunities for schools to be direct 

beneficiaries of grants to support field trips and educational programming connected with the 

Maryland Folklife Center. 

 
The model would work in a manner similar to environmental education programming in 

Maryland Public Schools.  Through a significant grant from NOAA, individual schools and 

teachers can receive money to visit environmental sites in the state of Maryland.  Perhaps this 

could form the basis of a partnership with the Maryland Department of Education.   
 

LIBRARIES 

Another option for partnership that came up often in our research is the county library system.  

They could serve as distribution centers for exhibits, as well as hosts for events.  The libraries both 

have content to be shared as well as space to present exhibits. 

Some comments we heard during the focus groups which suggest several opportunities for 

partnerships include: 

 

The public library is very involved with the Celebrate America initiative in Carroll County 

(Carroll County forum). 

 

[We are] close to creating a maker space in the Westminister library. (Carroll County 

forum) 

 

The library system of MD, especially the Washington MD regional library, in Allegheny 

and Garrett, all digitized collections and made them available to the public. (Frostburg 

forum) 

DEVELOPMENT 

 The Giving Institute, partnership for fundraising campaigning: 

http://www.givinginstitute.org/   

http://www.givinginstitute.org/


 
 

 Maryland Nonprofits, information on how to start and run any MD non-profit: 

https://marylandnonprofits.org/Default.aspx  

UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND SYSTEM 

Several University staff attended the various community forums and most were especially 

interested in partnerships with a folklife center.  One person even suggested a network of folklife 

centers positioned within the network of university sites.   This connection offers opportunities 

for office and programming space, operational support, as well as student internships to learn 

about folklife and support the work of the center.  There is already a great connection with UMBC 

which houses the impressive Maryland Folklife Archive.  This partnership is solid and should be 

maintained.   

SUGGESTED PARTNERSHIPS FROM SURVEY RESPONDENTS & FORUM 

PARTICIPANTS 
 

This list of potential funders and partners is composed of organizations identified by folklife 

stakeholders who participated in the study.  It should be noted that the list of grantees from the 

Maryland State Arts Council are also important partners to consider.  As we have noted in our 

final report, adding a question to their grant application that encourages them to identify ways 

they are engaging with folklife in their communities, will generate awareness and might serve to 

create new connections.  The list below is in addition to those grantees. 

 

1. Smithsonian Center for Folklife and Cultural Heritage-- Suggested to help support efforts 

2. MD Historical Society  

a. The mission of the MDHS “is to educate people of all ages about the rich history of 

Maryland, using the Society's collections, and to collect and preserve important 

objects, printed materials and images from prehistoric Maryland to the present 

day.” 

b. Relevant programs include Brown Bag lunch and learns, onsite school programs, 

virtual field trips, and the library and museum offerings 

c. The types of support offered include archives, fellowships, educational material 

for teachers 

d. Contact person: Mark Letzer (President and CEO), Dennis Elder (CFO) 

delder@mdhs.org, full list at http://www.mdhs.org/about/staff-0  

3. The Creative and Performing Arts of South County 

https://marylandnonprofits.org/Default.aspx
mailto:delder@mdhs.org
http://www.mdhs.org/about/staff-0


 
 

a. The mission “is to offer affordable, quality arts education and professional 

performances to Southern Anne Arundel County, Northern Calvert County, and 

parts of Prince George’s County, Maryland.” 

b. Relevant programing include classes in vocals, dance, drama, and art; dinners, 

festivals, and exhibits. 

c. As a non-profit, support relies on membership fees and ticket sales. Partnerships 

they hold are with National Ballet Institute for the Arts, Artworks Studio, Inc., 

Annapolis Shakespeare Company, and Londontowne Symphony Orchestra. 

Limited support offered for independent artists 

d. General inquiry: contact@artsofsoco.org, Kimmary I. MacLean ED and Board 

President Kimmary@transientstate.net 

 

4. National Ballet Institute for the Arts  

a. The mission of the NBIA “is dedicated to the professional training of students, 

teachers and professionals in ballet, art and music.” 

b. Offers classes in dance for ages 3 through professional careers.  Might be 

interesting to develop a classical dance program that bridges ballet, 

Bharatanatyam classical Indian dance, Cambodian classical dance and others. 

c. Types of support for this organization include ticket sales, membership dues, class 

income. No explicit funding support for lower income dancers. 

d. contact Kimmary I. MacLean at Kimmary@transientstate.net  

5. American Visionary Art Museum 

a. AVAM “seeks to build upon the ancient Native American Vision Quest, and other 

similar self-revelatory journeys undertaken by visionaries in different times, 

cultures, and places.” 

b. Relevant programming includes rental spaces for weddings, educational visits, 

museum visits, gala events, exhibitions, and a restaurant.  Potential partnerships 

include shared exhibitions, hosting events and concerts, and cooking events. 

c. Supported by ticketing, events, no explicit artist residencies offered.  

d. For general contact: info@avam.org  

mailto:contact@artsofsoco.org
mailto:Kimmary@transientstate.net
mailto:Kimmary@transientstate.net
mailto:info@avam.org


 
 

6. MTA 

a. Suggested as a partner if there is an event in need of transportation  In particular, 

several participants were interested in traveling exhibitions and tours and saw 

MTA as a key partner. 

7. Museum of Appalachia 

a. The MA “is a living history museum—a pioneer mountain farm-village that lends 

voice to the people of Southern Appalachia through the artifacts and stories they 

left behind.” Non-profit, Smithsonian affiliated museum 

b. Relevant programing includes artists demonstrations, social dances, educational 

events, space for rent.  Opportunity for collaboration on events. 

c. Supported by membership and tickets. No explicit support for individuals  

d. List of partnerships (includes Trip Advisor: 

http://www.museumofappalachia.org/about-us/partners-and-friends  

8. Chesapeake Center for the Arts 

a. CAC mission is to “use the arts to excite, educate, engage, inspire and grow this 

community's people, it's artists and the region through performances, exhibitions, 

classes, and collaborations with artists, educators, business and community leaders 

and organizations.” 

b. Gallery space, performances, regular classes, membership, and hands on art 

classes.  Potential collaborations on exhibitions, lectures, classes, etc. 

c. Non-profit supported by members and classes. Offers the chance to submit event 

proposals for artists. 

d. Belinda Fraley Huesman, Executive Director, Belinda@chesapeakearts.org  

9. Maryland Hall for the Creative Arts 

a. MDHCA mission is to be “Maryland’s leading arts campus, actively engaging the 

community in innovative, creative endeavors in arts education and the performing 

and visual arts.” It “is the community’s arts center, providing lifelong, accessible 

engagement in the arts.” 

b. Relevant programing: artists in residency, performances, campaigning for more 

space, music 

http://www.museumofappalachia.org/about-us/partners-and-friends


 
 

c. Offers residency program for visual artists.  Opportunity to expand to include 

traditional arts? 

d. Margaret Davis, President and CEO, MDavis@marylandhall.org  

10. Goucher  College 

a. Suggestion in the context of other organizations where the respondent goes to 

events 

b. Goucher has land they are trying to develop as an arts center.  They are looking for 

partners.  It is a good location with free parking and easy access off I695.  This 

offers the opportunity to design from the ground up.  Collaborations with students 

could make this an “arts campus.”   

c. Goucher has two gallery spaces, a music theater, two large stages, and an Office of 

Civic Engagement that pairs students and classes with organizations in Baltimore.  

Collaborative opportunities include think tank and strategic planning meetings, 

shared exhibitions, concerts, student internships, and lectures/workshops. 

11. Rams Head Tavern 

a. Live music 3 times a week, local restaurant with local beer 

b. Beyond concerts, this offers an opportunity to expand awareness and participation 

with folk music traditions, especially drawing on heritage award winners. 

12. Germano’s Piattini 

a. Restaurant with cabaret shows for lunch and dinner times. 

13. National Park Service 

a. Mentioned with suggestion to build heritage trails.  

b. Opportunities abound with the National Park Service.  This should be a top-of-the-

list partner.  Many connections have already been made.  We just need to keep the 

lines of communication open. 

14. The Caribbean Dance Traditions of The White House Studios 

a. No strong online presence however, offers workshops and performances mainly in 

Montgomery County. 

http://www.montgomerycountymd.com/Dance_Workshops_with_Caribbean_Dan

ce_Traditions-cv-12801.html  

mailto:MDavis@marylandhall.org
http://www.montgomerycountymd.com/Dance_Workshops_with_Caribbean_Dance_Traditions-cv-12801.html
http://www.montgomerycountymd.com/Dance_Workshops_with_Caribbean_Dance_Traditions-cv-12801.html


 
 

b. Contact: Althea McKenzie, CDT@cacci-gwan.org 

15. Creative Alliance 

a. The CA mission “builds communities by bringing together artists and audiences 

from diverse backgrounds to experience spectacular arts and education programs 

and engage in the creative process. We provide support to area artists, promote 

Baltimore as a center for creative production, act as a positive force in our 

community, and advocate for cultural expression rooted in a sense of place.” 

b. Relevant programing includes music performances, workshops and classes, exhibit 

spaces, and cooking demonstrations.  Already a strong partner. 

c. Has an artist residency program 

d. Contact: Margaret Footner, ED, margaret@creativealliance.org  

16. College of Southern MD 

a. Mentioned as potential partner in higher education. 

17. Northern Frederick County Catoctin Mountain Park 

a. Mission centered around education for children and teacher resources 

b. Relevant programing includes field trips, education around environmental 

initiatives 

c. Offers educational loan materials teachers can borrow for in the classroom; online 

Catoctin Mountain Junior Web Ranger to achieve a certificate.  An opportunity to 

make connections between landscape, geography, nature and culture.   

d. Phone and email through website: https://www.nps.gov/cato/contacts.htm  

18. Charles Country Arts Alliance 

a. CCAA mission is “to stimulate, promote, encourage, and provide recognition of 

the arts and the creative spirit in Charles County.” 

b. Relevant programing includes workshops, scholarship, grants, gala, receptions, 

and galleries. 

c. Offer Grants to non-profits, scholarships to young arts students, with a network of 

partnerships throughout Charles County. 

d. Contact through website: https://charlescountyarts.org/contact-us/  

mailto:CDT@cacci-gwan.org
mailto:margaret@creativealliance.org
https://www.nps.gov/cato/contacts.htm
https://charlescountyarts.org/contact-us/


 
 

 

19. Trip Advisor 

a. Mentioned as advertising partner.  This would be a good connection for the Digital 

Media Center, encouraging people who have attended folklife events (festivals, 

exhibitions, workshops and classes) to offer a review.  Millennials and Gen-Xers,  

use trip advisor and other social media based apps to make most of their decisions 

about “what to do this weekend.” 

20. Glen Echo National Park 

a. Similar to the Catoctin Mountain Park; through the National Park Service website: 

https://www.nps.gov/glec/index.htm  

21. Baltimore Heritage Area 

a. Mission: “the Maryland Heritage Areas Authority provides technical, planning 

and limited financial assistance in promoting tourism development, economic 

growth, preservation, and conservation. With federal designation, the Baltimore 

National Heritage Area also receives technical, planning, and limited financial 

assistance from the National Park Service.” 

b. Relevant programs include annual meetings as well as programming funded by 

their grantees.  This is another top-of-the-list potential partner to contact.  The 

folklife center could be funneling grantees their way. 

c. Offers heritage area grants 

d. Contact: Jeffrey Buchheit, ED, website contact: http://explorebaltimore.org/contact  
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