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PETER IRWIN:  We're now ready to have 
Bill Hancock, the executive director of the BCS, 
make some comments, and then we'll take your 
questions from the floor.  
 BILL HANCOCK:  Hey, everybody.  I know 
it's lunchtime.  I also know you have a lot on your 
minds today.  So I appreciate your giving me the 
time to visit with you.  
 College football is on an unprecedented 
wave of popularity, and the sport is thriving.  
Attendance is high despite the worst economic 
condition in a decade, and television ratings for the 
BCS continue to be higher than the World Series 
and the Final Four and the NBA Finals and 
anything comparable except for the Super Bowl.  
So we're quite happy with the status of the BCS.  
 We are entering the first year of a 
four-year cycle.  The television agreements go for 
four years.  This will be the fourth four-year cycle of 
the BCS.  When this one ends after the 2013 
regular season, we will have completed our 16th 
year of the BCS, which is a little hard to believe.  
 If you take the two previous versions of the 
system, the coalition and the alliance, for five years 
of that, we'll be looking at 21 years since we've had 
the whole bowl system.  
 The sport is so popular, and most folks in 
our world feel like it's so popular that why do we 
need to monkey with it?  We have the best regular 
season of any sport, the most compelling, the most 
meaningful.  Actually, probably the only one left 
where every game truly does count, and I'm talking 
about college sports, all the pro sports, every sport, 
we have the best regular season.  
 I'm here today as a former newspaper man 
and a friend of many of yours just to ask that you 
consider postseason football not as something that 

stands alone and can be manipulated in some way 
in a vacuum of its own self without other dominos 
falling; view the postseason as a part of the whole 
pie of college football.  
 The game is thriving so much that the 
commissioners know that it would be a tremendous 
risk to make any changes.  Frankly, like I 
remember Kern Tips used to say, when he would 
say "the Bears are going from left to right" on your 
radio dial, I would say there's a malfunction at the 
junction.  And if you don't get that fact that 
postseason and regular season go hand in hand, 
then there's a malfunction at the junction.  
 What we would ask is that you just be 
open minded and give thoughtful consideration to 
why there is a BCS and to all the benefits that the 
BCS is bringing to the game.  Some of you know 
that I worked in the Big Eight Conference office 
prior to a 16-year stint at the NCAA, and I was 
under the direction of Chuck Neinas and Carl 
James there, but I also came in the influence of 
folks like Fred Jacoby and Phil Scovell and Wilbur 
Evans.  From all those old guys, what I learned 
was to be honest.  Actually, that was before they 
invented the word "transparency," but if they had 
had that word at the time, I would have learned 
that as well.  
 And I think that's what we're bringing to the 
BCS is honesty and transparency.  We have 
nothing to hide, and we're just trying to get the 
facts out.  That's actually what I'm doing here 
today.  
 Because I believe we made a mistake in 
the early days of the BCS, which was in not more 
openly explaining what it is and what it's not.  I 
mean, good grief, the BCS is not an entity.  It's just 
an event that is managed by the 11 conferences 
through a series of contracts and actually through 
a series of incredible compromises made by 
people of differing viewpoints.  Actually, I think 
those compromises are unheard of in our society 
today.  We need more leadership, leaders who are 
willing to make compromises like that.  
 You know, the early days, the 
commissioner seemed to make changes in 
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seemingly every other week, as it were, not truly, 
but at least every year, in trying to get this right.  
They didn't have any evil intent.  It was just their 
goal was to get it right.  Unfortunately, what that 
led us to is some misunderstanding of the system 
and some doubts about it, and it all led into 
people -- well, people calling us names.  
 The fact is that all they were trying to do is 
to make it better.  You know, the BCS is in its 
infancy.  This is the 13th year.  If you lay that on 
top of the NCAA basketball championship years, 
we are at 1952.  So you can see, if the Final Four 
will have a 75th anniversary in a couple of years, 
we're having our 13th.  So we are trying to make it 
better, and I think we're making progress at that.  
 For the past five or six years, there haven't 
been many tweaks, and that's led to more 
understanding of how it works and a little bit more 
acceptance, and I hope maybe a little less name 
calling.  
 Of course, you've heard that congress is 
interested, and that's only sort of true, frankly.  The 
hearing in the house subcommittee last summer 
attracted 3 out of 33 subcommittee members.  3 
out of 33 were there.  The hearing in the senate 
attracted 1 1/2 out of 12 members.  The half is 
Senator Rangel who came for about four minutes.  
 And the fact is that we -- I don't mind 
congress.  I don't mind explaining how this works 
to them.  I love every opportunity to meet with folks 
and explain to them.  We are dealing with them 
respectfully.  We're not going to get into any 
mudslinging although our critics certainly use 
plenty of harsh words for us.  We're not going to 
get into that.  That's not appropriate.  
 And we know that the vast majority of 
people in congress really do know that they have 
many more important things to do.  I do think that 
some of them find it probably kind of enjoyable to 
relax maybe by tinkering with sports.  And I 
understand that.  If I were in their shoes with all the 
problems that they face and the challenges, I think 
I would want to come down and get involved in 
something fun like sports as well.  
 We do have a little PowerPoint, and I'm 
going to do this fast.  All I would ask that you do is 
just watch and listen because whatever you think 
about the BCS, we recognize that, and certainly I 
as an old newspaper person recognize that, and I 
cherish that.  Whatever you think about it, we want 
you to know the truth, and you can base your 
decisions on the facts and not on hearsay.  When 
we get finished, if there's time, we'll have time for a 

few questions.  And I'll be around the rest of the 
day.  
 This is our message.  The BCS is the best 
way to match number one and number two.  
College football has thrived.  
 And here's what's right about the BCS, the 
regular season.  We have to protect this regular 
season.  And the bowl system is cherished in the 
country.  And certainly the coaches, as you saw, 
support the event.  93 percent of the coaches, 
according to the AFCA survey, prefer this system 
over any other.  
 Problems that would come of a playoff.  
Believe me, we've talked about all of them.  We're 
concerned that it would ruin the unique nature of 
the regular season, and once that genie is out of 
the bottle, you can't put it back.  
 Again, it's so important to remember that 
we have the most compelling and meaningful 
regular season of any sport, and it's the 
cornerstone of what happens on college campuses 
during the fall, and it's just too important to risk.  
 And the playoff would end the bowl games 
as we know them.  I always get into discussions 
with reporters and others about this who say the 
bowl games would survive.  Look at the NIT.  And 
my response is, yes, look at the NIT.  
 If we had a playoff, a four-team playoff, 
team 5 would be very upset about not being in the 
field.  Team 9, team 17, team 33.  
 And just in summary, best format.  Every 
game counts.  Bowls are such meaningful 
experiences.  
 Let me say, the bowls as we know them, 
one thing about the bowls is they are week-long 
celebrations where the athletes are the talk of the 
town.  A playoff would be a one-day business trip.  
A week-long celebration, talk of the town; one-day 
business trip.  How does this thing work?  
 Well, there are 11 BCS conferences, and 
they're all BCS conferences.  Those who use the 
term "non-BCS conferences" use it in error unless 
they're talking about the old I-AA conferences.  
They're all at the table.  Six of them have earned 
automatic qualification, and five, as you know, 
have not.  
 The marketplace.  The bowls want to have 
contracts with those conferences, and so they do.  
The bowls have contracts with five of the 
conferences, not the Big East, but the Big East 
earned its automatic berth, its annual automatic 
berth by earning it on the field over a four-year 
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period.  
 How do you get into the BCS?  It's so 
simple, and people don't understand it.  My life is 
explaining how it works.  Notre Dame gets in if it's 
ranked in the top eight.  It's more difficult for Notre 
Dame to get in than it is for Boise State because 
Boise State gets in if it's in the top 12, or the top 16 
if it's higher than the champion of one of those AQ 
conferences.  So Notre Dame, if it's in the top eight 
and the champion of the non-AQ conference, that's 
the five, gets in if it's in the top 12.  That's 
automatic.  No debate about it.  
 Then there's at-large eligibility.  Part of this 
is the bowls still have the opportunity to select their 
participants.  So once the automatic berths are 
determined, then the bowls make their own 
selections from a field of teams that the BCS 
standings identify as eligible for at large.  
 And a team has to be -- all a team has to 
do to be eligible for an at-large berth is to finish in 
the top 14.  Last year, for example, TCU was an 
automatic participant, and the Fiesta Bowl selected 
Boise State at large.  
 Here's what's happening with annual 
automatic qualification as of now.  The six do have 
it through 2013.  You can see five have the host 
agreements with the bowls.  And all of the 
conferences earned it by meeting the standards in 
those four years.  And during that period, no other 
conference was close.  Part of our transparency is 
we have put out the data on that, the previous 
four-year evaluation data, and I'd be happy to send 
it to any of you if you just send me an e-mail or 
give me a call.  
 Another conference could earn an 
automatic berth for the last two years of this cycle.  
We are in the second year of a four-year 
evaluation period, and we're not going to compile 
the data until the end of the period.  So we have 
two more seasons to go.  The fact is we know 
intuitively the Mountain West is off to a very good 
start.  Even though we haven't run the data, we 
know they're off to a good start.  They can become 
the seventh automatic qualifier for the last two 
years of the cycle.  
 How does a conference reach that?  Three 
standards:  the ranking of the highest team, the top 
team from the conference, ranking of all teams in 
the conference, and the number of teams that the 
conference has in the top 25.  And all the 
conferences unanimously adopted those 
standards.  We don't know what the process might 
be in the beginning of 2014.  

 How about the money?  Again, we're 
totally transparent.  This mystery about this, I think 
it's because people don't quite understand it or 
don't quite take time to listen.  Every FCS, the old 
I-AA, every one of those conferences gets 
$250,000 every year.  1/66 of the net goes to Notre 
Dame even though they're not a participant.  And 
1/66 is the term because there are 65 schools in 
the AQ conferences.  So Notre Dame receives the 
same share as any member of an AQ conference 
that doesn't play in the games.  And then Army and 
Navy each get a share.  
 And then each team selected at large by a 
bowl receives $6 million.  So this is an increase 
from $4.5 million last year.  So Boise State, Iowa, 
and Florida, all three of those got the same 
amount, got the $4.5 million.  Again, this year that 
will be $6 million.  
 If a team from a non-AQ conference gets 
in one of the games, it receives 18 percent of the 
net revenue, which we've estimated to be $24 
million this year.  If they don't have a team in the 
game, those conferences receive $9 million.  
 A key point is those five conferences have 
elected to divide the revenue.  I think I respect their 
decision to do that, and I think it's an insurance 
policy for when they're not in one of the games, 
when one of their conferences is not in one of the 
games.  They share the revenue.  It's totally their 
decision.  That was not a decision made by the six 
conferences; it was the five decided to do it on 
their own.  
 So the money that TCU and Boise State 
brought in last year, which was a record $24 million 
at the time, that was shared by the five 
conferences.  And the remainder goes to the AQ 
conferences.  Each one will receive about $22 
million in net.  
 If you look at this closely, you'll see 
actually the non-AQ group receives $24 million and 
the AQ only $22 million.  So their share is actually 
larger; although, again, they decided to divide 
among themselves.  
 The AQ conferences are far better off in 
postseason football than they have ever been 
before, and there's the stats.  Six in 53 years and 
six in the last six years.  This has brought 
unprecedented access and revenue for those.  
 So that's a quick overview of the BCS.  We 
have hard copies of the PowerPoint outside and 
would love for you to grab one if you'd like to.  
 Peter, I think that's it.  
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 PETER IRWIN:  We'll take questions.  
 
 Q.  Bill, you said that college football is 
the best regular season.  I would agree with 
you starting in October.  College football the 
last 15 years has gone to a situation where 
September is filled with exhibition games.  Is 
there anything the BCS is interested in doing 
that would enhance the nonconference 
schedule?  I guess what I'm really asking, any 
chance we'll get strength of schedule back into 
the formula?  
 BILL HANCOCK:  I would say that -- I 
know where you're headed, and I think you're on 
target except that you've got to look at the number 
of compelling games that there are in September.  
Boise State-Virginia Tech, Penn State-Alabama, 
BYU-Oregon State.  There are going to be many 
compelling nonconference games.  
 Scheduling is such an important issue on 
campus.  Every coaches meeting I went to during 
the spring, they talked about it.  They're not sure 
what to do.  They want to strike a balance.  I think 
everybody understands where the needs are in 
scheduling, and I don't think there's anything for 
the BCS to do about it.  Strength of schedule is a 
part of every computer ranking, and it's important 
to remember that.  
 I think I'm safe in saying that the human 
voters, the 110-ish, each of them thinks about 
strength of schedule when they're doing their 
balance.  
 Some of you may remember the BCS used 
to have an extra bonus for strength of schedule, 
and it did two things:  one is folks didn't understand 
it, and the other thing, it probably gave too big of a 
bump for strength of schedule because it was a 
duplication of what was in the computers.  
 But that's a refrain that we hear often, and 
we're sympathetic to it, but we're not sure what can 
be done or even what needs to be done.  
 
 Q.  Bill, when you look at the current 
BCS bowls, is there any way or do you see any 
changes that might open up another spot, 
whether it be the Cotton Bowl or another bowl, 
to move into that rotation?  You know, going 
from what you currently have to opening it up?  
Or is it a case where it's kind of locked in right 
now?  
 BILL HANCOCK:  Well, it's certainly locked 
in for the next four years.  What might happen after 
that is anyone's guess.  I do know that our group is 
quite happy with the four bowls that are a part of 

the BCS now, and the commissioners -- when I say 
"our group," I'm talking about the 11 
commissioners who manage the event, and they 
have tremendous respect for Rick Baker and 
everyone on the Cotton Bowl staff and committee.  
But it would be a seismic change to make a 
change.  
 In two years or so, the commissioners will 
begin talking about the future, and that's when it 
will come up.  
 
 Q.  As far as if there were to be more 
expansion here coming up, do you see -- has 
there been discussion or do you see a 
possibility of maybe three teams from each 
league being able to go to BCS games, lifting 
the limit of two in the next round of BCS 
negotiations?  
 BILL HANCOCK:  I personally don't expect 
there to be a lot more expansion, but I think that if 
for some reason there were fewer automatic 
qualifying conferences, it might become more 
difficult to fill the ten slots with the two-team limit.  
And so the group would have to look at some kind 
of a change.  One of the changes could be raising 
the two-team limit to three.  But that's a long way 
down the road.  If it happens at all.  
 
 Q.  How do you defend the fact that a 
couple of coaches I've heard at least in the Big 
12 say, okay, everybody after this year -- when 
we lose Nebraska, everybody has to play 
everybody to determine the real champion.  
How do you defend the fact that still, even with 
all this, some teams, like a Boise State, like a 
Utah, are still left out as far as having a real 
chance to win a national championship?  Even 
with all of that right there.  How do you defend 
the fact that these are teams that won't be left 
out as far as having a chance to win the regular 
season, but even with the regular season, 
some teams are going to be left out in the BCS 
bowl game?  
 BILL HANCOCK:  I hear that fairly often, 
and I totally get it, but the fact is every team has an 
opportunity either for their conference to earn a 
berth for them or for them to earn a berth on their 
own, and everybody is subject to the same 
standards.  
 
 Q.  Bill, Tommy Tuberville just a little bit 
ago again brought up the plus-one option.  In 
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your mind, would the plus-one work in a BCS 
format?  Is that something the BCS would 
entertain, or is that something that you think 
would just have to be a four-team playoff which 
is sort of independent of the BCS?  
 BILL HANCOCK:  The conference has had 
a long discussion of the plus-one three years ago, 
and they had a subcommittee that did a details 
review of it, and it had a lot of support.  Well, two of 
the conferences favored it.  Two of the six, when 
they were together, favored it, and four of the six 
did not favor it.  
 There's a couple of problems with the 
plus-one, one of which is, you know, it's a 
four-team playoff.  And so one of the problems is 
that no bracket has ever stayed at the size it was 
when the event was created.  We call it bracket 
creed.  It might start with a four-team bracket, but 
there would immediately be demands to increase it 
by a team.  Team 5 would demand it.  I would if I 
was their coach.  Team 6 would demand to add 
more.  That's why the basketball bracket 
increased, because teams felt like they were left 
out unfairly.  And that would happen with a 
four-team playoff plus one.  
 The other thing is it would change the 
nature of those bowl games.  They would go over 
time from that week-long celebration to something 
different, and there's an unintended consequence 
there that we can't measure by definition, but 
somehow those bowl games would be changed.  
Those semifinal games would change.  
 And I think also there's a matter of how do 
you set it up?  Do you seed it?  Would you seed a 
four-team playoff, or would you leave the bowls as 
they are?  In other words, Big Ten-Pac-10 to the 
Rose Bowl, SEC to the Sugar Bowl.  What if your 
top ten teams were Big Ten teams knocking each 
other off in the Rose Bowl in the semifinal game?  
The purity of that would insult me as a bracket 
traditionalist.  Then you have to say, okay, you 
have to seed it.  That would mean the end then of 
conference affiliations with bowl games.  
 So those are some of the things that the 
commissioners who did object to it, some of the 
reasons why they did it.  But I'm sure that will be 
discussed.  
 I receive -- I wish I could tell you how many 
playoff plans that I receive in the mail and in my 
Internet every week, and I look at every one of 
them.  I'm telling you, some of the people have 
spent hours detailing their plan, and I always read 
them, and I always respond back and tell them 
how much we appreciate the time they put it on it 

and their love of college football.  But we haven't 
seen one yet that preserves the regular season 
and preserves the bowl system as we know it, and 
that's what we're waiting to see.  
 
 Q.  Wouldn't a plus-one be an 
astronomical TV payday and wouldn't that 
appease some of the holes that are involved in 
it?  
 BILL HANCOCK:  It could be a nice 
payday -- I think it would be.  There's no question 
about it.  But what we don't know is where would 
that money come from?  Would it be new money, 
or would it be money that would come out of the 
regular season?  
 Again, you can't look at the postseason by 
itself.  So many times in that other sport that I love, 
basketball, which was my life for 16 years, people 
forgot about the regular season, when they were 
putting so much -- and I was guilty of this -- putting 
so much into March Madness and it's so wonderful 
and so beloved, and yet look at what's happening 
to the regular season.  Attendance is flat at best 
and more so going down, and TV ratings are going 
down, and regular season college basketball is not 
as healthy as it was 10 or 20 years ago.  
 So the commissioners have to think about 
that.  What would happen to the regular season?  
 
 Q.  I couldn't disagree with you more 
here.  The plus-one, isn't it still -- if you lose 
once in September, you need a lot of help to 
get back.  This doesn't hurt the regular season 
at all.  
 BILL HANCOCK:  I'm not in favor of a 
plus-one, but I completely understand, and I think 
you're probably right.  That four-team playoff would 
be the least damaging to the regular season, but 
when it grew to 8, 12, 16, 24, then it's going to start 
to affect the regular season.  But you're right.  
 
 Q.  Keep it at four, the presence to keep 
it to four -- 
 BILL HANCOCK:  The challenge is to keep 
it at four.  
 
 Q.  Also got a Tommy Tuberville 
recollection for you.  This is slightly off topic of 
what we're talking about.  He just said he would 
like to see the BCS, the APU, whoever has the 
rights, revote on the 2004/2005 championship 
given USC's being stripped of the title.  Where 
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does the BCS stand on that?  
 BILL HANCOCK:  If USC loses the appeal, 
the championship will be vacated.  And the feeling 
here is in our group, the commissioners group, is 
that there was not a game, no game happened.  
Yeah, most people would think Auburn would be 
the team, but how would they have done against 
Oklahoma or whoever was even four that year?  I 
don't even know.  
 We follow the NCAA's guideline in 
vacating.  
 
 Q.  Is there a possibility of -- it's 
definitely going to be vacated?  There's no 
possibility of awarding dual championship or 
something like that?  
 BILL HANCOCK:  Right.  It will be vacated, 
if they lose the appeal.  Well, let me back up.  The 
presidents could decide to do something else, but I 
think it's most likely that they will vacate it.  
 
 Q.  And no title?  
 BILL HANCOCK:  And there will be no title 
for that year.  When I say "something else," I don't 
mean award it to Auburn or team No. 4.  It will be 
vacated.  
 Again, there's lots of time on the appeal, 
so we don't know what might happen with that.  
 
 Q.  I want to respond to what you just 
said.  You said it's as though a game never 
occurred.  Isn't it as though a season never 
occurred if it's vacated?  And is the BCS's 
policy simply to say we don't have an opinion 
on this.  The NCAA will speak for us, or will be 
the only one to speak?  I mean, are you 
sympathetic to what I'm telling you?  It's as if a 
season never happened if it's vacated.  
 BILL HANCOCK:  I don't know about that.  
I hadn't thought about that, the season not 
happening.  Somehow it doesn't feel right.  I don't 
think I have an opinion on that part.  
 Did I miss part B of your question?  
 
 Q.  No.  
 BILL HANCOCK:  I was thinking too much 
about that part.  
 
 Q.  Part B, you said we go with the 
NCAA on this.  Would the BCS ever create an 
independent viewpoint on such a question like 
that?  
 BILL HANCOCK:  No, I don't think so.  The 
BCS, remember, it's not an event.  It's just the 

conferences managing -- it's not an entity, I'm 
sorry.  It's just the conferences managing this 
event through a bunch of contracts.  There are no 
investigative powers.  There are no powers to 
penalize anybody, but there is the authority to 
vacate the game.  And so we leave all that other 
up to the NCAA.  
 
 Q.  Just curious, by all appearances, 
looks like the Big 12 championship game will 
be going away as soon as this becomes a 
ten-team league next year.  At that point, the 
lack of a championship game, is there any -- I 
guess there's been some suggestion that that 
might hurt the league in terms of the final BCS 
if it's a race for the top two teams, not having 
the championship game to make that final 
impression.  Obviously, it's up to each 
conference as to whether they have it or not.  
Do you think it's an advantage to have a 
conference game to make that final 
end-of-the-weekend impression on the 
computers, on the human voters, all that?  
 BILL HANCOCK:  I don't.  I don't think -- I 
don't see any evidence that a championship game 
helps or hurts.  I hear a lot from people who say 
you should make every conference do it the same.  
We don't -- as you say, we don't have the authority 
to do that.  It's how the conferences produce their 
representative in the BCS is up to them.  But I just 
don't see that it's made any difference through the 
years.  I think conferences have been helped by it, 
and I know conferences have been hurt by it.  
 Something that happens in the bowl 
games -- and I think a lot of people don't think very 
much about this, but a bowl game doesn't want to 
select a team that lost its game the night before.  
You should visit with the bowl folks about this.  
Some of them are here.  They can talk to you 
about it.  
 But the reason for that is they start 
immediately selling tickets, and those fans of those 
teams that lost the night before, they're in that -- 
like we all are with the teams we love, they're in 
that position where I'm not going to another game 
again.  I don't want to get my heart broken.  It 
takes them about three days to get over that, and 
then by the time it's gone, they decide not to go to 
the bowl game.  
 If you look at the history of the bowl game 
selections, they would prefer not to take a team 
that lost the day before.  In that way, you look at 
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the championship game and think maybe, if you 
wanted to, you could make the case that maybe it 
hurts because the runner-up has lost the day 
before the championship.  
 But I think intuitively looking back, that's 
not necessarily been the case.  It certainly hasn't 
been the case in the SEC.  Probably was a time or 
two in the Big 12.  Probably was the year of 
Missouri-Kansas.  I think there the championship 
game hurt -- didn't hurt the conference because 
they did get a second team.  Probably hurt 
Missouri.  
 PETER IRWIN:  Bill, thank you very much.  
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