Yet they wanted assent when they went to enrollment cutoffs.
Also, if graduate course overload was not meant to modify existing framework, then why offer it.  They could have done it anyway without the new provision.

I distrust BOR on three counts:

1. ULP, refusing to negotiate because of our constitutional rights to free speech and communicate with other citizens (faculty perceptions of administrators.

2. Backpedaling on 19.5 on overload escalator and grad course overload.  How can two sides arise at such different conceptions of what happened?

3. Say one thing to public (media and policy makers) and another thing to us.

They already hold all the cards, why negotiate on legal technicalities, we will always lose there.  Moral argument, 

1) we have a demoralized faculty,

a. have to earn exceptional (exceed expectations) to retain our purchasing power,

b. salary enhancements go only to junior faculty,

c. thus high turnover,

2) narrow, targeted research is a failed plan (they stocked their panels with people who they knew would say that)

3) we are denied any ability to affect the most basic decisions in which we have expertise

a. Gen ed

b. Common courses

c. Delivery methods

Quite to the contrary, the notion that the parties might negotiate locally to identify when and how compensation is to be adjusted in response to regularly recurring circumstances deviates fundamentally from the text of the agreement. 
So, why do we have summer/overload joint committees?
