1. Regarding:

0C. Chief source of information (title page)

Recommendation:

Insert (0C2, between c and d):

If the publication is in one volume and the chief difference between two title pages is that one is printed on a publisher’s binding or wrapper and the other is not, choose whichever source provides the most recent information.
Justification: The reissuing of old sheets in new casings was common practice in industrial-era publishing. Often, the old title page was left intact and a new title page was provided on the publisher’s casing, usually on printed paper boards or wrappers. DCRB rules currently contain no clear instructions allowing the title page on the casing to be preferred as the chief source of information in such cases.

Comment: 
If a printed title page is provided on the boards or wrappers, then we would not refer to it any longer as a “title page”.  There would not be two title pages but rather a cover title –with an imprint statement - and a title page. One of the examples (#44) in Examples to Accompany DCRB has the note: “Cover title imprint dated 1851” to explain this very situation.  
In the example the 260 has: $c 1848 (1851 impression) which follows the instruction in 4E. Whereas, if we decide the source of the most recent information should be the chief source, the 260 would simply be 1851.

If we decide that this is indeed a rule to add to DCRB, the wording would be:

 If the publication is in one volume and a later imprint is provided on its cover, choose the cover as the chief source. 
But this seems questionable to me. Are there other occasions when the cover trumps the title page as a chief source for books? All the other examples in OC2 relate to choice between true title pages. 
2. Regarding:
0D. Prescribed sources of information

Recommendation:

Insert text in the penultimate paragraph:

In all cases in which data for the first three areas, or the series area, are taken from elsewhere than the title page, make a note to indicate the source of the data. 

…………………………[justification]..
For the sake of consistency, and in recognition of the primacy accorded title page transcription in traditional bibliographic description, it seems desirable to note the source of the series statement only when it is taken from a source other than the monograph title page.
Comment: 
Given this justification we should make a corollary change in 0D. Prescribed sources - reversing the order of Series title page and Monograph title page. Are we really prepared to do this? If we were to do this, we would end up creating notes like:  

Series title from series title page. 
While the title page is primary in “traditional bibliographic description,” we are instructed in A2 to use the Series Title Page as the preferred source for series statements for monographs as well for music. Do we really mean to take on A2 here? I think we should spend some time discussing this one, and the justification. 
3. Regarding:
Insert (after 2B9):

When the publication bears multiple edition statements in separate sources, transcribe them separately. Note the source of any…
Questions: Would it be better to combine these edition statements and transcribe them in a single field, as we are currently permitted to do with printer and publisher statements in the imprint area? 

Comment:
From a practical standpoint, 250 is not repeatable. We should have them in a single field. How about: 

When the publication bears multiple edition statements in separate sources, transcribe both statements. Note the source of any statement taken from other than the title page and enclose in square brackets any statement not taken from a prescribed source.

Fifth and cheaper edition, stereotyped. 3rd printing.

Note: Printing statement from t.p. verso.

When the publication bears multiple edition statements on the same source, transcribe them both and note the source if it is not the title page.
          [Sixth edition, nineteenth printing]
         Note: Edition statement from wrapper.
4. Regarding:
4. Publication, Etc., Area

The name and location of the printer, stereotyper, electrotyper, and other manufacturers are here given equal status with the publisher and distributor. Thus the words "place of publication" and "publisher" refer equally to the location and name of a publisher, distributor, or printer, stereotyper, electrotyper, or other manufacturer, unless otherwise indicated.

Question: Note that the instructions and examples in section 4 as currently written all seem to preclude the use of 260 $e and $f. Is this what we want? It is a definite departure from AACR2 amd MARC21.

[and]
Recommendation:

Insert examples following 4C6:

Philadelphia : Published by John Grigg : Stereotyped by J. Howe : Printed by Clarke & Raser, 1826

Comment: 
The example seems fine. 
Relative to this section, I also think that more likely than not, information about the stereotyper etc.  will come from somewhere other than the imprint or prescribed sources. A publisher statement that includes bracketed information would still need a note. We have two options on the table:
Baltimore : Published by George M’Dowell & Son : [stereotyped by J. Howe], 1833.

Note: Stereotyper from wrapper.
MARC version:
Baltimore : Published by George M’Dowell & Son, 1833 ‡e (Baltimore : ‡f  [stereotyped by J. Howe])
The cataloging provided in example 47 of Examples offers another approach :

260  Baltimore: Published by George M”Dowell & Son, 1833.

500 “Stereotyped by J. Howe” – t.p. verso.

Could we simply present these as options within DCRM (B) rather than defining one standard approach? 
