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Introduction 
Few cities have developed and promoted their music scenes like the selfproclaimed "Live Music Capital of the World," Austin, T~. This mid-sized city is home to an estimated 200 music venues, 1,900 music acts, _a~d 8,000 musicians (Austin Convention and Visitors Bureau 2010)._ The m~sic mdust1:Y generates over $616 million and provides nearly 11,200 Jobs (City of Austm 200 l ). Over the last 20 years, local government has recognized not only these direct economic impacts, but also the indirect impacts, treating the sector as a critical amenity that attracts and retains technology workers and firms to the city. However, over the last decade, the pre_-~mine~ce of music has b~en challenged by two interrelated factors: first, pohc1es onented tow~d pro~otmg central city redevelopment and, second, a policy discourse associated with ~he creative city thesis adopted by competing development and cultural policy interests. As I have detailed elsewhere, on the one hand, political leaders have adopted creative city language to justify their pre-existing econ_omic development and redevelopment strategies. On the other hand, those m the Cultural Arts Division (CAD) incorporate this language in plan discourse t~ argue for more direct support for artists ( Grodach 2012b ). Both agenda~ h~ve mtroduce_d real and perceived threats to the strength of the local music mdust~. This chapter examines the ascendancy of and polic~ challenges to the ~usic sector in Austin illustrating how music representahves attempt to mampulate and promulgate a counter discourse to address these challenges and retain music's 
dominant policy status. . A modest body ofliterature identifies the organizational structures and issues 
specific to the music industry and music scenes. The music s~ctor is c?mpri~ed of a complex and interrelated set of occupations and businesses mcl~dmg musicians, song writers, musical instrument manufacturers and repairers, sound and video technicians, music labels, performance venues ( e.g. concert halls, bars), various special events, music stores, and indu~try support such_ as publicity, management, and legal services (Connell ~nd Gi?son 20~3; Flonda and Jackson 2010; Scott 1999). Like other cultural mdustr1es, music tends to be dominated by flexible and insecure employment. Many musicians make a 

Ii ing through temporary part-time work and often dedicate their own time 
a~d ~o~ey to everything from training and management to recording and d1 tnbullon of material. This condition i a contributing factor in the creation of highly developed network within and between local scenes and music gerne (Hracs 2011 · Seman 2010). It al o helps to account for the vulnerability o: many musician and by extension music venue , to the up eating of central city property markets despite their hand in be towing these areas with the cultural capital that makes them attractive to new inve tment (Gibson and Homan 2004). While this literature provides detailed knowledge of industry dynamics it has not specifically detailed how and why music policies are adopted by cities nor explored the political dynamics and conflicts behind policy outcomes. 

To address this I tudy the ways in which different constituents negotiate change by crafting competing discourses and images in their quest to hape music-related policy in Austin. The analysis relies on multiple interviews with 16 in~ividual including directors and staff of municipal and quasi-public agenc1e nonprofit organizations music industry representatives and commis-ions, and policy report author a well as documentary ources including plans, program reports and studies produced by various public entities and local new paper articles. A the following sections show music representati e attempted to utilize the City-spon ored Live Music Task Force and Report as a vehicle to craft and promote a policy narrative around key i ues and events with mixed success. Studying the ways in which they worked to achie e their goals provides les ons for under tanding how urban cultural policy is made conte ted, and revised. 

The rise of music in Austin's urban policy 
While Austin has long been known as a hotbed of music (Shank 1994), it was not until the late 1980s that the City began to embrace the field as the 'defining element of Au tin' culture' (City of Austin 2002: 4) and incorporate it into economic development and city imaging efforts. At this time, Austin was already internationally renowned for its indie, blues, and country music scenes, the Austin City Limits television program and what would become one of the most prominent music events in the world outh by Southwest. In 1989 the City made its first attempts to capitalize on local mu ic with the formation of a Music Commission to advise the city council on "music economic development issues" and the Music Loan Guarantee Program to underwrite loan for musicians and music-related bu inesses (City of Austin 1989). Two years later the City crowned it elf the "Live Music Capital of the World ' and subsequently hired a Music Liai on in the Con ention and Vi itor Bureau to mar_ke~ Austin a a music tourist destinarion. In the early 2000s, the City commissioned a study documenting the economic impact of music on the regi~n, established a website dedicated to assisting musicians in locating music-related resources, and created additional program to promote the live 
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music brand such as live performances at city council meetings and the airport 
(City of Austin 2001, 2007). Mayor Will Wynn declared 2008 "The Year of 
Austin Music" and encouraged residents to attend at least one live music event 
each month. The following year, at the recommendation of the Live Music 
Taskforce, the City established a Music Program Manager and Sound Engineer 
in the Economic Growth and Redevelopment Services Office (EGRSO) to 
oversee all music-related programs. 

Strong and sustained city support for local music was not due to a large, 
acclaimed music scene in itself, but because live music served as an important 
asset in other key objectives related to economic development and growth 
management. In addition to lobbying by Austin's music community, the 
earlier programs described above gained much of their impetus from the 
City-Chamber economic development strategy of the 1980s, which focused 
on attracting high-tech research activity in part through the promotion of quality 
oflife amenities - including live music (Austin Chamber of Commerce 1985, 
1998; Oden et al. 2008). In the process, the City-Chamber coalition stopped 
treating live music as a bar scene that attracted hippies, punks, and other social 
deviants - and thereby posing a general threat to the business climate - and 
reframed it as an economic development asset. 

Music's significance was reinforced in the 1990s when the city experienced 
significant economic and population growth. With this growth came mounting 
concern over pressure on the city's natural environment and quality of life, 
which was paradoxically central to the City's tech strategy (Austin Chamber 
of Commerce 1998). In response to this crisis, the City released a long-range 
growth management plan, the Smart Growth Initiative, which established a 
"desired development zone" intended to mitigate suburban expansion and 
encourage central city infill development "in a manner that preserves the 
character of Austin and its environment" (City of Austin 2004: 17). In the 
process, live music and the arts became resources of growth management by 
serving as a symbol of the city's "unique culture" in downtown redevelopment 
and as a defense against fears of homogenization and corporatization of the 
urban core. To this end, the City attempted to place more cultural facilities 
downtown through request for proposals (RFP) requirements (such as the new 
studios for Austin City Limits in the W Hotel/condominium project), a $31.5 
million bond for the construction and renovation of six cultural facilities located 
primarily downtown, and other arts and music-related initiatives. Ironically, 
the success of these investments in attracting redevelopment has led to 
increasingly unaffordable living and work space for many artists and musicians 
in the center city (Schwartz 2005; Spencer 2008). 

A further impetus behind these initiatives can be linked to the interaction 
of city officials with Richard Florida both before and after publication of Rise 
of the Creative Class (2002). In brief, Florida drew substantially on the City's 
approach to growth management and economic development in the formulation 
of his creative class thesis, which states in part that cultural amenities - such 
as the arts and music - serve as consumer and lifestyle-based attractions for 
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skilled professionals and tech development (Florida 2000, 2002). In turn, the 
City adopted the creative city discourse to frame and justify their pre-existing 
approach to economic development and growth management ( Grodach 2012a, 
2012b; Long 2010; McCann 2007). Austin planning and policy documents 
began to emphasize the importance of Austin's "creative community," 
beginning with The Mayor's Task Force on the Economy (City of Austin 
2003 ), which motivated the formation of a new economic development office 
- Economic Growth and Redevelopment Services (EGRSO) - and the 
incorporation of CAD into this larger entity. In addition to bolstering public 
investment in downtown redevelopment through the arts and music, the City 
hired a Creative Industries Development Manager and reinvented long
standing programs such as the Music Loan Program to incorporate the 
"Creative Industries" (although music remains the only recipient under the 
program). 

In sum, music - particularly live music - has been a central component of 
the city's larger economic development and growth management agendas and 
key to the city image that served these objectives. While some early programs 
were geared toward direct support and representation of the music industry, 
the majority of music policy tended toward the production and promotion of 
Austin's music city image particularly following the establishment of the 
creative city agenda. This image helped to reinforce a narrative that framed 
Austin as a high-tech center and as a place that cares about environmental and 
urban sustainability and the quality of life. However, these agendas did not 
necessarily address the mounting income inequality and gentrification that has 
come to define the central city following these development initiatives. 
Paradoxically, the City positioned music as an economic development asset, 
yet there are few initiatives to directly support and protect the field. As such, 
while the creative city discourse has played an important role in boosting City 
investment in the arts and music, this repositioning has not been embraced by 
the music community as a whole. 

Competing agendas and narratives 

High-tech economic development and downtown redevelopment positioned 
music as a significant political and economic issue through the 1990s. Not only 
did this result in major challenges for the industry, it also produced an image 
and policy crisis for the City. Many issues tied to central city redevelopment 
that negatively affected music development were actually recognized early on 
in a 2001 study of the music industry conducted by the City (City of Austin 
2001). However, it was not until the institutionalization of the creative city 
discourse that music representatives began to pressure the city into action. 

As noted, new residential and commercial activity in the urban core has led 
to higher rents for low-income households, which includes many musicians. 
With the gentrification of neighborhoods surrounding the downtown, living 
and rehearsal space became less affordable and more scarce (Schwartz 2005; 
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Spencer 2008). Music venues faced additional pressure from new mixed-use 
development projects through increases in property and alcohol sales tax 
deposits forcing some long-standing clubs to shut their doors. One high profile 
example is Liberty Lunch, a local institution opened in 1976 and evicted from 
city-owned land to be redeveloped for a software firm, which would bring in 
significantly higher property tax returns (Bertin 1999; Scheibal 2001). Further, 
redevelopment along Waller Creek in downtown will soon remove adjacent 
property - including 15 live music venues - from the 100-year floodplain, a 
zoning designation that has kept property taxes and rents in the area lower than 
adjacent areas. With the redevelopment and zoning changes, property values 
and property tax returns are anticipated to rise dramatically and the Music 
Commission and others have called attention to the likely displacement of these 
clubs (Music Commission 2010; Powell 2010). Additionally, as Austin's 
reputation as a music mecca grew, the affordability issue was compounded by 
the fact that the supply of musicians and music venues has increasingly 
exceeded local demand (City of Austin 2008b; Gregor 2008). As a result, the 
large supply of venues and musicians has put further pressure on both by 
increasing competition for customers and reducing pay for performances (City 
of Austin 2001). In sum, through the 2000s many musicians and music busi
nesses faced an increasingly precarious work environment, yet no firm policies 
were in place to address these issues because they were outside the purview 
of the city's emphasis on music primarily as a quality of life amenity within 
the creative city discourse. As one music advocate opined, "while big com
panies make fortunes off our town's hip-and-cool rep, the musicians they 
celebrate are missing out on the quality-of-life miracle" (Gregor 2008). 

In addition to the affordability and oversupply issues, music venues faced 
a separate challenge related to central city redevelopment in the form of 
conflicting land use issues. Beginning in the 1990s, as many residents were 
attracted to the urban core for the quality of life, the City approved new 
downtown redevelopment projects adjacent to "very loud, very successful 
nightclubs" and received increasing complaints from residents about noise from 
bars, restaurants, and other establishments that offered live music (VanScoy 
1998). The conflict became particularly pronounced in 2005 with the passage 
of the City of Austin Smoking In Public Places Ordinance, which prohibited 
smoking within 15 feet of an entrance to any business establishment. To operate 
around the ordinance and retain patrons, many venues constructed outdoor 
stages, thus increasing noise complaints (City of Austin 2008b). Further con
flict and confusion occurred over the inconsistent application and enforcement 
of the ordinances, which set separate maximum decibel levels for outdoor 
performances at music venues and restaurants. Nevertheless, as an interviewee 
from the Austin Music Commission stated, "under the current ordinance, 
almost every music venue is perpetually in violation of the stated sound level 
limit, outdoor or otherwise." In short, the noise issue exacerbated the conflict 
between two key policy objectives and components of the city image -
sustainable redevelopment and live music. 
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Finally, the music sector has generally viewed the city's embrace of Richard 
Florida's creative city thesis (Florida 2002) and the incorporation of this 
concept into planning discourse and policy over the last decade as a challenge 
to their pre-eminent status. As described above, music representatives have 
resisted this label partly owing to its association with central city gentrification. 
Additionally, the creative city narrative opened a space for arts interests to 
encourage the city to consider all "creative" activity as a possible economic 
development target rather than privileging music. This culminated in 2006-
2008 when CAD produced CreateAustin, a plan to "establish recommendations 
to invigorate Austin's 'culture of creativity' to the year 2017" (Cultural Arts 
Division 2009: 9). Drawing on the creativity discourse, the plan incorporated 
the music sector into the broader category of creative industries to stress shared 
issues among sectors including a rising cost of living, but argues that while 
"Austin is widely known as the 'live music capital of the world,' other modes 
of creativity have not been as successfully supported or branded" (Cultural 
Arts Division 2009: 18). As one interviewee with CreateAustin stressed "I'm 
concerned that live music is often thought of as the dominant cultural 
expression here ... but that's not the only [ cultural sector] that's important." 
Not only did the creativity discourse empower arts leaders to move beyond 
the arts as a nonprofit sector dependent on state support and assert its economic 
impact and importance to "the core of Austin's identity" (Cultural Arts Divi
sion 2009: 13), it simultaneously intended to chip away at the music sector's 
privileged position and reinterpret the Austin story in which live music alone 
defines cultural economic development and the cultural image·•ofthe city. 

Negotiating "Austin's music crisis" 

Through the 1990s the City increasingly faced a conflict between two key 
policy objectives and components of the city image: smart growth and live 
music. The City worked to create a dense, walkable, and mixed-use urban core 
attractive to professionals and tech firms, yet the success of this program led 
to outcomes that harmed and marginalized the music community. This conflict 
was exacerbated by the promotion of the creative city mandate, which was 
employed by the City to support the smart growth agenda and by CAD to 
redefine the city image beyond music. Although these conflicts intensified 
through the 2000s, it was only with the formation of the Live Music Task Force 
(LMTF) in 2008 that the music sector experienced success in defending their 
position (City of Austin 2008b). Ultimately, the task force provided an 
opportunity for the local music industry to draw on this image crisis as a 
political weapon and establish a framework to address these challenges and 
move beyond the City's image-driven music policy. 

According to one taskforce member, LMTF was created to deal with 
"Austin's music crisis" (Gregor 2008). For the City, this meant addressing the 
"increased cost pressures on live music venues as well as an increase in the 
number of noise complaints" owing to growth in the urban core and moving 
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to "address issues of concern to those whose livelihoods depend upon live 
music" (City of Austin 2008a). Created in January and disbanded in November 
2008, the taskforce was comprised of 15 members including music-business 
owners, musicians, and music representatives from the visitors' bureau and 
city. The final report is framed around four issue-based committees: live music 
venues, entertainment districts, musician services and support, and sound 
enforcement and control. Each committee offers a set of recommendations; 
however, the report's central proposal is that the city should establish a Music 
Department to develop and serve the live music industry. The plan specifically 
recommends that this department "should be independent of the existing 
Cultural Arts Division, in part because of its focus on the 'for profit' nature 
and activity oflive music and the role it plays in economic development" (City 
of Austin 2008b: 2). 

This recommendation and the report more generally accentuate a key 
narrative for the music community rooted in two interrelated arguments. 
First, despite the fact that many musicians perform both inside and outside 
commercial channels, the report justifies investing in music on economic 
grounds as "for profit activity." As a LMTF supporter espoused, LMTF is 
"important for redefining live music in Austin as a fundamentally economic 
interest ... This is about economic development" (Freeman 2008). The 
economic role is also highlighted through subcommittee recommendations 
that draw heavily on conventional economic development strategies. For 
instance, the proposed Music Department is charged with handling industry 
recruitment and "attracting more traditional industry elements," incubating 
new industry, and marketing duties to attract tourists and encourage residents 
to attend live music. Furthermore, in terms of specific committee recom
mendations, a primary focus of the venues committee is putting forth incentives 
for the establishment of new venues such as enhanced soundproofing and 
reduced building fees ( despite concern expressed by LMTF members in the 
press over the oversupply of music venues and musicians). The musician 
services subcommittee focuses primarily on job training and business services 
for musicians. 

In addition to establishing music as part of the city's economic base, LMTF 
and its promoters attempted to disassociate music from other cultural sectors. 
Notably, LMTF representatives strategically minimize CAD and CreateAustin 
as representing nonprofit arts activity and, therefore, being dependent on the 
City for support. As a LMTF supporter (Freeman 2008) maintains: 

Although music obviously is culture, our Cultural Arts department is more 
attuned to basically taking taxpayer money and saying we value cultural 
arts and we're going to put money into it, whereas music doesn't really 
need money given to it. 

In this way, music is framed as a commercial sector that the city depends on 
for income and for a positive image, despite the fact that the LMTF exists to 
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make recommendations regarding how the city should support live music. This 
di tinction serve not only to reinforce music as a profit-making entity but 
also to marginalize CAD s competing creati e sector policy agenda 
CreateAustin, which encompa ses the multiple fields and in titutional ector 
where many arti ts - inclucling musicians - work (Cultural Arts Division 2009). 
In contrast to LMTF' s traditional economic development argument this plan 
tries to establish the economic significance of the creati e sectors, while al o 
arguing that they contribute to building community pirit social cohe ion, 
and tolerance," provide ' lifelong learning opportunities ' and ' pathways for 
healthy development" Cultural Arts Division 2009: J I). But as multiple 
CreateAu tin inter iewees tate such a broad scope became difficult to 
communicate to city council and EGRSO representatives, who view CAD as 
focused primarily on nonprofit art activity despite their responsibility for the 
city s film and music programs. Indeed unlike LMTF it took two years for 
city council to officially approve CreateAustin and it did so without funding 
to actually implement the plan (City of Austin 20 I 0). 

LMTF underscores the need for separate and distin t policy by calling for 
the appointment of individuals \vitb 'a strong understanding of the history of 
Austin live music and experience working with mu ic industry and for-profit 
development professionals (City of Aust.in 2008b: 3). This demand reinforces 
the di tinction from the creative city approach by underscoring the rootedness 
of the music business in the city and by emphasizing the need for a specialist, 
critiques the broad approach of CreateAu tin. Again r CAD comprehen ive 
approach an interviewee from the Music Commission argues: .. 

There should be a dedicated department given the role of music in the 
economy ... We'll have people who know music ... They won't be 
working somewhat on art, somewhat on music, somewhat on film. It is 
music 100 percent of the time ... I think that if people are fully dedicated 
to a particular discipline then they can probably be more efficient than 
dividing their time amongst two, three, or five different areas. You 
probably can't be expert in all of them. 

In this way, music actually relies on CreateAustin to craft a contrasting 
narrative and thereby fine-tune its own policy story. 

Finally unlike the re-e tablishment of mu ic economic import and the 
attack on CAD through the for-profit narrative, the report provide urprisingly 
little attention to the i sue of central city redevelopment. Despite the h.igb 
profile attention to thi issue in the press the LMTF addresses redevelopment 
and gentrification onJy indirectly through brief recommendations for incen
tivizing affordable musician housing (e.g. density bonuses) in the musician 
services subcommittee. These recommendations are vague and do not refer to 
the rising cost of housing in the urban core, or the fact that they are dependent 
on it. Because there is no framing context music appear dependent on central 
city redevelopment rather than harmed by it. 
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The other primary redevelopment issue - noise - is, however, more widely 
and concretely addressed. The report focuses on inconsistent ordinance 
enforcement by calling for clear definitions of a live music venue and a 
"Downtown Entertainment District" and "entertainment nodes" where 
incompatible residential uses are minimized or restricted and the sound 
ordinance is relaxed. The sound enforcement committee calls for tighter 
regulation and direct control of this issue by trained professionals within the 
proposed Music Department. This includes a recommendation for a new city 
staff person with experience in live music engineering and acoustics to oversee 
the management and enforcement of outdoor live music sound control and the 
complaint and live music permit processes, a requirement for all outdoor 
venues to utilize a city-approved sound engineer, construction standards for 
outdoor venues, and to move the sound complaint process from the Police 
Department to Code Enforcement. 

City response 

The city has addressed a number of key issues in the LMTF report following 
its presentation to city council in November 2008. Although city council did 
not approve the formation of a Music Department, it did appoint a music 
program manager within EGRSO. This position was filled in 2009 by a LMTF 
member and former Gibson guitar executive. Additionally, in 2010, the city 
appointed a designated sound engineer to oversee the regulation, permitting, 
and enforcement of the sound ordinance as well as provide information and 
assistance to affected neighborhoods. Besides meeting the taskforce' s demand 
for direct and knowledgeable representation, these gains are put in context 
when compared to CreateAustin, which has met with lukewarm city support 
and no additional funding or positions. 

However, the city has not directly addressed the conflicts associated with 
creative city/smart growth redevelopment beyond reviewing the sound 
ordinance. Looking to LMTF recommendations, the city has resolved the 
inconsistency in the sound ordinance by setting the maximum noise level for 
restaurants with outdoor live music in the Central Business District and 
Downtown Mixed Use zone to the same level as designated live music venues 
(City of Austin n.d.). Additionally, the City has revised the outdoor music 
venue permits process and provided a notification and appeal system for 
affected homeowners, which is overseen by the City sound engineer and music 
program manager (City of Austin n.d.). 

In contrast, the city has essentially ignored the music community's call to 
address the other major conflict inherent to the creative city narrative - the 
displacement and need for affordable space for musicians and music venues. 
Unlike the noise issue or the arts-music distinction, the LMTF report did not 
create a coherent narrative that clearly identified the cause of the problem and 
presented clear counter strategies to address this, despite city council's 
recognition of the affordability issue at the outset. Indeed, producing a narrative 
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that relies heavily on the economic impact and for-profit character of music 
makes it difficult to incorporate a companion discourse that demonstrates the 
need for support programs. 

Conclusion 

Thi chapter examined how and why music became a policy focus for the City 
of Austin and the ubsequent policy cbaJlenges to the music community. 
Moreover I have demonstrated bow representative of the local music industry 
attempted to deal with these challenges and renegotiate music policy through 
plan discourse constructed in the LMTF report. Music became an important 
part of the city ' policy land cape because it served as an amenity in support 
of larger strategie related to high-tech economic development and growth 
management policies focu ed on downtown redevelopment and the creati e 
city image. However with the successfuJ realization of these objectives came 
pres ures on musicians and live music venue in the form of increasingly 
unaffordable space and noise complaints. Additionally building on the city' 
attention to cultural amenities, the Cultural Affairs Division produced 
a competing cultural policy discourse that reframed music within a host of 
creative indu trie and attempted to dethrone music from its dominant policy 
position. Mu ic representati es used the LMTF report as a vehicle to identify, 
frame and negotiate these policy challenges and craft a di course to support 
th ir agenda. The report di missed the creative city narrative by reframing the 
debate as being between for-profit and nonprofit sector and stres ing music s 
economic impact. While successful in repelling competing arts sectors and 
retaining music s statu a the creative indu try in the city the economic 
discourse focused on internal creative industry competition at the expen e of 
addressing wider social goals despite the high-profile narrative of the 
displacement of musicians and mu ic venues in the 'Live Music Capital of 
the World. Ultimately music leader were able to broaden policy beyond the 
image emphasi to achieve more direct representation and achieved their 
objectives around noise i sues but did not challenge the actual root of the e 
problems downtown rede elopment. 

In sum, this case study illustrates the dynamics and conflicts behind four 
key issues of urban cultural policy. First it demonstrates the vaJue of high
profile planning efforts. Despite some trade-offs the LMTF report was a crucial 
vehicle to conceptualize and organize a policy front in response to multiple 
competing issues. Still a econd issue i that plan leaders need to strategically 
consider the context for planning and the implications of plan discourse. Cities 
such a Au tin that rely on the cultural sector for a positive city image are 
willing to make deci ions that will tarnish this image and potentially harm 
cultural workers and businesses in the name of economic growth. CuJturaJ 
ector representative face a major obstacle in this regard and, while mu ic 

interests relied primarily on an economic argument to establish legitimacy they 
lost potential social gain in the process. As such, a third is ue concerns the 
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fact that the economic narrative so often championed by arts and cultural sector 
groups has both strengths and weaknesses. While it was a seemingly necessary 
part of music's policy story to regain status, the narrative also limited what 
music representatives could achieve and marginalized potential allies in the 
arts. Finally, the case shows that, with the emergence of the creative city 
discourse, urban cultural policy is no longer focused on nonprofit arts activity 
alone and, as a result, internal competition for limited funding and support 
between related cultural sectors defines the policy landscape and can distract 
from other pressing issues in an unprecedented manner. Cultural policymakers 
and industry representatives must recognize these realities to push policy 
forward and to directly serve those working in the arts and cultural sectors. 
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