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Question 1: 
In some areas Australian copyright law is too strict, in other areas it is too lax. 
Areas in which it much too strict are the copyrighting of musical compositions and the length of time till copyright expires and works are put in the public domain.
Areas where it is too lax are with respect to enforcement.  Various theatrical groups regularly make use of other peoples work without permission or licensing,  DJ's for the most part ignore copyrights entirely, and too many organisations falsely claim to represent artist's rights and engage in bogus licensing.
Question 2: 
I don't think the digital environment really has changed anything.  What has changed over time is that copyright law here has been following that of the USA which serves some big media company interests but acts against  artists and smaller media companies.
Question 3: 
Since most companies, including mine, have moved our servers out of Australia to friendlier regimes, not much is being impeded now by Australia's copyright law.
Question 4: 
Perhaps all noncommercial copying should be allowed.
Question 5: 
Cloud computing is effectively banned under Australian law, but then we don't have the bandwidth anyway, so the point is moot.
Question 6: 
Probably the telecoms carriers, the ISPs, and external storage services, should not be held responsible for enforcing copyright or 'contributory infringement'.
Question 7: 
Yes.  If the taxpayer paid for the creation of the content then it should be free to use by all.  The system of the public pays and pays and pays ... does much to diminish respect for the law.
Question 8: 
It should not matter what format is used, all formats should be allowed.  Within government, i.e. for government use or media created by government agencies, open published standard formats (rather than proprietary secret ones) should be very strongly encouraged.   Some large international vendors are, of course, pushing their own proprietary formats in order to try to achieve 'vender lock in', but it not in the interests of Australia or the Australian public to go along with their plans.
Question 9: 
It should not matter who makes the recording regardless of use.  It should also apply for freely provided Internet content.
Question 10: 
Yes.  Why not just say: " Making of copies for the purpose of backup or data recovery is allowed." ?
Question 11: 
Usually social networks just provide links to media materials, not the material itself.
Question 12: 
Brief quotes for purposes of comment, analysis, or parody should be allowed.  The USA used to have something called 'fair use doctrine', it is time to revive it.   Also, the length of copyright, especially for music and recordings, and perhaps even films, needs to be shortened to something like 10 or 15 years.  History should not be copyrighted.
Question 13: 
Again, this is really not an online issue.  For private, domestic non-commercial use and ways that do not conflict with the normal exploitation of the copyrighted material should be allowed, period.
Question 14: 
First of all, the copyrighting of musical compositions, particularly short ones, is insane.  In any given key, there are just not all that many appropriate notes and note timings.  It is literally possible today, to run a computer to generate every possible pop tune hook (and alot of trash along with it), copyright the lot (or at least anything that is "new"), and block anybody else from creating new pop tunes.  
When the law tries to fight math and physics, the law will lose, and the economy suffers meanwhile.
Short quotes and samples, say less than 10 seconds, should be allowed for any purpose.
Question 15: 
Yes.  Allowing "fair use" and reasonable length quotes would be a good start (technically, now, nearly all live jazz is deemed illegal in Australia due to its use of quotes from old popular melodies which are still in copyright).  Musical compositions shorter than say 5 minutes should not be subject to copyright at all.   Copyright on the actual recordings are OK, copyrighting short musical works really is not.
Question 16: 
Transformative should not come to mean wholesale lifting of other peoples work without permission.  DJ's do this already, greatly hurting real composers and performers who would otherwise secure more live gigs.  Nightclubs should have to pay for their content.
Question 17: 
Question 18: 
I think the moral rights are important.  Big media companies, especially from the USA, constantly violate moral rights to Australian content creators.  The economic damage is significant.
Question 19: 
Question 20: 
No, universities, at least, are paying a fortune in 'use fees' to American media giants.  This money could be better used to hire extra staff and provide better equipment, or reduce student fees.
Question 21: 
Libraries and universities should be able to copy everything that they bought a copy of.  They should not have to keep on paying and paying and paying when the media wears out.  
Question 22: 
Question 23: 
I know it keeps my company only using classical music (before copyright) or traceably derived (usually by us) from such works.  In other words, we will not touch anything from the 'modern' (post WW I) copyright era.  I understand many media creators and producers have similar policies.
What this means culturally, is that several generations of works are dying out, to be lost perhaps forever, purely because of copyright law.
Question 24: 
Forget 'collective licensing', those are always schemes to hand money over to organized crime with no benefit to content creators.
Question 25: 
It is difficult to search and check to see if a work is legitimately copyrighted, and who owns the rights.  In part, this difficulty exists as there is no searchable central database of such works.  Likewise to check if the copyright is legit, there is no searchable central database of works in the public domain.
Question 26: 
Perhaps the central searchable database should be put in by the government itself.
Question 27: 
Question 28: 
Copyright fees paid by educational institutions are obscene.  This has nothing to do with the digital environment per se, but still is a huge problem.
Question 29: 
Question 30: 
Educational institutions should have a blanket free-use exception on everything.  The media industries would not last long without the educational institutions' graduates.
Question 31: 
Question 32: 
Question 33: 
Question 34: 
Question 35: 
Yes.
Question 36: 
Geoblocking does not work on the Internet, despite the governments best efforts.  Once a broadcast is out there, it is out there.
Question 37: 
Question 38: 
It is a start.  Some previous governments ignored the opinions of Australian media creators and companies and just did what certain powerful overseas interests wanted them to do.  Could be why the relationship between Australian creators and 'their' government is less than cordial.
Question 39: 
Question 40: 
It provides an opportunity to overhaul the entire obsolete and increasingly absurd copyright system.  Statutory licensing should be tossed entirely, it always works against the creators and for foreign media interests.
Question 41: 
Drop it entirely.  The rights holders for popular works are easy to find.  Let the rights holders and producers cut their own deals.  It works for the movie industry.  Statutory licensing schemes are inevitably corrupt.
Question 42: 
No, and completely abolish the old ones.
Question 43: 
That is right, the new technology enables rights holders to contract directly with users and distributors.  Statutory licensing should be simplified to the point of abolition.  Get rid of statutory licensing entirely.
Question 44: 
Yes, all of it.
Question 45: 
It doesn't stop people from being sued for infringement, even when clearly the material was used for fair dealing exceptions.  One should not have to pay many tens of thousands of dollars defending agains frivolous copyright suits.  Even if one is 'safe' in Australia, American lawsuits seem to affect everyone.
Question 46: 
Probably by actually defining a reasonable length of quote for various copyrighted materials, e.g. a few minutes of a movie, a minute or two of a song, a page or two of a book, etc.
Question 47: 
Yes, as above.
Question 48: 
Again, it is not the digital environment that is the problem, it is the over extended copyright laws which no longer have the support of the public and only mixed support in the media and creative industries.
Question 49: 
Question 50: 
Question 51: 
Question 52: 
Question 53: 
Question 54: 
Question 55: 
Other comments: 
Copyright should only apply to substantive works.  Right now the law is close to allowing copyright on the individual words in a dictionary.  It certainly is at the point of having allowed the copyrighting of common phrases. 
This is true in literature, music, audio recordings, visual arts, and movies.  Copyrights must be turned back to their original purpose:  to protect media creators and help them get compensated for their work.
Copyrights have turned into a mechanism for large foreign media companies, many which have never produced anything, to protect their positions at the expense of the public and genuine media creators. 
If the whole system was rolled back to a century ago it would be a massive improvement.  (Hell, even if it was outright abolished it would still be an improvement!)
The question legislators should be asking is not: "Can these laws generate more lawsuits for my mates firms ?"
but rather: "Do these laws help Australians stay employed or get hired generating media content, get paid for doing so, and is it fair to the Australian public?"
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