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How the nation’s top 10 schools, the Big 12 and Texas’ other Division I schools finished in the 2008-09 Learfield Sports Directors’ Cup all-sports standings, presented by the National Association of Collegiate
Directors of Athletics. 

Methodology: Division I standings were determined by points awarded in the schools’ 10 top-scoring men’s sports and 10 top-scoring women’s sports. Sports were determined by the final rank in a sport
according to formulas established by NACDA. Points are based on the number of teams qualifying for each sport’s national tournament. Sports without a tournament are scored on a separate scale. A minimum
of five points are awarded to a team that places 65th or better.

Coed points can replace a lower score in a men’s or women’s sport. Fencing and skiing were initially counted in the women’s tally. Either could have moved to the men’s tally if the women scored in more than
their permissible number of sports. Rifle was counted for the gender that had a higher percentage of members on the team.

For the complete list, log on to www.nacda.com.
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1. Stanford 0 0 85 0 54 100 0 0 0 85 64 66 72 0 70 23 83 0 66 0 x 70.5 0 0 100 83 64 80 64 x x 90 72.5 63 0 0 1455.00

2. North Carolina 78 100 0 x 0 0 0 60 90 48 50 30.5 43.5 0 0 28 50 0 0 x 72 46.5 0 90 0 100 50 54 50 60.75 x 50 0 33 0 0 1184.25

3. Florida 64 0 0 100 55 0 0 0 0 75 50 90 85 0 0 0 50 0 40 0 x 80 0 0 0 64 90 72 64 60.75 69 64 0 0 0 0 1172.75

4. Southern Cal 0 50 0 90 72.75 0 0 0 0 60 100 19 67.5 70 100 0 0 0 0 0 85 0 0 0 30 64 0 69 50 0 70.5 50 90 0 0 0 1137.75

5. Michigan 0 50 26 0 82.5 90 25 0 64 72 50 42 x 0 0 66 0 0 42 0 x 59.3 0 0 38 0 78 49 50 66 72 64 46 0 0 0 1131.80

6. Texas 90 50 0 85 48 0 0 0 0 90 83 67.5 53 0 0 0 25 0 0 0 51 0 0 0 0 50 50 75 50 80 75 83 0 0 0 0 1105.50

7. California 0 25 30 49 22 80 0 0 64 80 25 64.5 47 0 0 0 64 0 0 0 47.5 0 0 0 90 25 64 100 90 32 0 73 0 0 0 0 1072.00

8. Virginia 78 0 48 0 46.5 0 0 83 50 69 73 24.5 24.5 0 0 40 50 0 22 60 70.5 0 0 25 80 64 0 64.5 50 0 36.5 0 0 0 0 0 1059.00

9. Louisiana State 100 50 0 45 39.5 0 0 0 0 46 50 80 75 0 0 0 50 0 0 0 64.5 73.5 0 0 0 25 50 58.5 50 73.5 73.5 25 0 0 0 0 1029.00

10. Ohio State 50 25 0 66 49 64 25 0 50 61.5 90 0 x x 0 90 64 0 0 0 50 59.3 0 0 49 0 64 49 25 0 0 0 0 85 0 0 1015.80
OTHER BIG 12 SCHOOLS BB BK CC FB GF GM HK LC SC SW TN ITK OTK VB WP WR BK BW CC FH GF GM IH LC RW SC SB SW TN ITK OTK VB WP FN RF SK TOTALS
13. Texas A&M 25 50 14 0 100 0 0 0 0 64.5 64 69 100 0 0 0 64 0 0 0 42 0 0 0 0 73 25 70.5 25 90 100 0 0 0 0 0 976.00

29. Oklahoma 50 73 0 75 0 85 0 0 0 0 0 57 47 0 0 43 83 0 0 0 0 67.5 0 0 0 0 25 0 0 0 51 0 0 0 0 0 656.50

31. Nebraska 0 0 0 45 0 37 0 0 0 0 0 73.5 56 0 0 80 0 100 24 0 0 59.3 0 0 0 0 25 0 0 45 11.5 83 0 0 0 0 639.30

33. Baylor 25 0 0 0 32.5 0 0 0 0 0 73 73.5 53 0 0 0 64 0 36 0 30 0 0 0 0 0 64 0 73 21 66.75 0 0 0 0 0 611.75

35. Oklahoma State 50 50 66 56 72.75 0 0 0 0 0 25 0 47 0 0 58.5 0 0 0 0 80 0 0 0 0 50 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 605.25

36. Missouri 25 73 0 58.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 53.5 43.5 0 0 72 0 0 0 0 0 59.3 0 0 0 50 73 46 0 12 19.5 0 0 0 0 0 585.30

57. Texas Tech 0 0 0 64.5 50.5 0 0 0 0 0 25 63 5 0 0 0 0 0 69 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 68.25 42.5 0 0 0 0 0 387.75

58. Iowa State 0 0 40 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 40 0 0 85 73 0 0 0 0 59.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5.8 73 0 0 0 0 376.10

69. Colorado 0 0 54 0 22 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18 0 0 0 0 25 0 0 0 50 42.5 0 0 0 0 90 301.50

72. Kansas 50 64 0 45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 39 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 50 0 34 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 282.00

77. Kansas State 50 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 57 62.25 0 0 0 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5.8 25 0 0 0 0 255.05
OTHER TEXAS SCHOOLS BB BK CC FB GF GM HK LC SC SW TN ITK OTK VB WP WR BK BW CC FH GF GM IH LC RW SC SB SW TN ITK OTK VB WP FN RF SK TOTALS
42. TCU 64 0 0 72 69 0 0 0 0 0 25 0 5 0 0 0 25 0 0 0 56 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 50 50 39 0 0 0 73 0 528.00

64. Rice 64 0 0 45 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 49.5 47 0 0 0 0 0 30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 21 19.5 25 0 0 0 0 326.00

87. SMU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 34 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 55 50 0 19.5 0 0 0 0 0 208.50

128. Houston 0 0 0 45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 57 0 0 29.5 0 0 0 0 0 131.50

T153. Texas State 25 0 0 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100.00

170. UTEP 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 30.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 47.5 0 0 0 0 0 78.00

172. Lamar 0 0 0 0 39.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 10.63 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 0 0 0 0 75.13

189. Stephen F. Austin 0 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 36.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 61.50

198. UT-Arlington 0 0 0 0 27.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 52.50

217. Texas A&M-CC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 0 8.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 45.60

T229. UT-San Antonio 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10.63 0 0 0 0 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 35.63

T235. Prairie View A&M 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25.00

T235. Sam Houston St. 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25.00
x-indicates points were scored but not counted toward the total because the school scored in more than 10 sports for that gender. 
North Texas, Texas Southern and UT-Pan American did not finish 65th or better in any sport and did not receive any points in the rankings.

2008-09 DIRECTORS’ CUP ALL-SPORTS STANDINGS

TEXAS ALL-SPORTS
STANDINGS

Here are all-sports standings
for Division I conferences other
than the Big 12 that include
Texas colleges. These standings
are compiled separately from
the U.S. Sports Academy
Directors’ Cup all-sports
standings and use different
formulas that are determined
by the conferences. Note:
Conference USA (Houston,
Rice, SMU and UTEP) and the
Mountain West Conference
(TCU) do not calculate
all-sports standings. 

SOUTHLAND CONFERENCE
COMMISSIONER’S CUP STANDINGS

Place, school Pts.
1. Texas State 145.5
2. UT-San Antonio 144.5
3. Stephen F. Austin 133
4. UT-Arlington 128
5. Sam Houston State 115
6. Southeastern Louisiana 113
7. Lamar 108
8. Texas A&M-CC 93.5
9. McNeese State 91.5
10. Northwestern State 70.5
11. Nicholls State 63
12. Central Arkansas 49.5

The all-sports trophies in men’s and women’s
competition are awarded on a 12-point system for all
conference sports, with values of 12, 11, 10, 9, 8, 7, 6,
5, 4, 3, 2 and 1 point, based on place of finish. Points
are awarded regardless of the number of teams com-
peting in the championship.

Point totals from the men’s and women’s all-
sports standings are combined to determine the
Commissioner’s Cup winner.

SOUTHWESTERN ATHLETIC CONFERENCE
COMMISSIONER’S CUP STANDINGS

Place, school Pts.
1. Jackson State 160
2. Grambling State 153.5
3. Alabama State 136.5
4. Southern 132.5
5. Prairie View A&M 124.5
6. Arkansas-Pine Bluff 111.5
7. Alabama A&M 92
8. Mississippi Valley State 91
9. Texas Southern 90
10. Alcorn State 74

Points are awarded for all conference sports with
values of 12, 10, 9, 8, 7, 6, 5, 4, 3 and 2, based on place
of finish. Any school that does not compete in a sport
or does not finish a season receives zero points for
that sport. Institutions tying for positions split the
combined points of their positions. 

Point totals from the men’s and women’s all-
sports standings are combined to determine the
Commissioner’s Cup winner.

SUN BELT CONFERENCE
VIC BUBAS CUP STANDINGS

Place, school Pts.
1. Middle Tennessee 145.5
2. Western Kentucky 135.5
3. North Texas 106.5
4. Troy 95.5
T5. Denver 94
T5. South Alabama 94
7. Arkansas-Little Rock 92
8. Florida International 87
9. Florida Atlantic 77
10. Alabama State 75
11. Louisiana-Lafayette 71
12. Louisiana-Monroe 64
13. New Orleans 41
14. Missouri State* 6
15. Southern Illinois* 3
16. Evansville* 1
*Affiliate members; compete in men’s swimming
and diving only.

Volleyball, men’s basketball and women’s basket-
ball are based on a combination of divisional and
tournament finishes; soccer, softball, baseball and
football are based on regular-season finishes; all
others are based on championship tournament fin-
ishes. 

Points are awarded based on the number of
schools sponsoring the sport. Institutions not spon-
soring a sport do not receive points in that sport. In-
stitutions tying for positions split the combined
points of their positions.

B ill Byrne sees the
NCAA championships
won by Texas A&M

this spring as having an im-
pact far beyond those three
sports.

On the strength of the
men’s and women’s track and

field teams,
as well as
men’s golf,
Texas A&M
finished 13th
in the 2008-
09 Learfield
Sports Direc-
tors’ Cup
standings. It
marked the
second con-
secutive year

the Aggies have finished in
the top 15 in the Directors’
Cup, which ranks the nation’s
top athletic programs.

Texas led all Big 12 schools
with a sixth-place national
finish, the eighth consecutive
year the Longhorns landed in
the top 10. Byrne, the Aggies’
athletic director, invoked
John F. Kennedy’s concept
that a rising tide lifts all ships.

“He said it a little differ-
ently but the idea is the same;
that a winning attitude is in-
fectious and creates a win-
ning spirit and competitive-
ness among all our teams,”
Byrne said in an e-mail inter-
view.

Following the spring
championships, Byrne said
football and basketball play-
ers told him they were in-
spired to improve.

“I’ve been observing an
even more competitive effort
in our conditioning drills and
weight room workouts this
summer,” Byrne said, “and it’s
because they have seen other
Aggies get to the highest level,
and they want a piece of that
as well.”

For all its benefits, main-
taining a broad-based, profit-
able athletic program has be-
come a significant challenge.

Late last week, A&M an-
nounced the elimination of 17
athletic department positions
as part of a university direc-
tive to reduce the budget by
$4.5 million for the 2009-10
fiscal year.

The school will consider
reducing charter travel in fa-
vor of commercial options
and possibly busing to con-
tests less than 400 miles
away, Byrne said.

A&M isn’t alone.
Stanford, which claimed

the Directors’ Cup for the
15th consecutive year,
chopped 21 positions this sea-
son in dealing with an expec-
ted deficit of $5.4 million.
Even Texas, the gold standard
of athletic departments, has
tightened its belt.

The Longhorns have ex-
amined energy conservation
and reductions in office ex-
penses, although they’ve been
affected far less than most
other universities.

Research by Street &
Smith’s SportsBusiness Jour-
nal revealed that the UT ath-

letic department grossed
$120.3 million in 2007-08,
tops in the country.

“I think what sets us apart
is we’re in a great state and a
great city where the economy
is pretty solid right now,” Tex-
as athletic director DeLoss
Dodds said. “We’re taking
steps to manage where we are
financially and protecting
ourselves for the future. But
we’re very fortunate to be in
Austin, Texas.”

Texas recorded eight top-
five NCAA championship fin-
ishes this season and has fin-
ished in the Directors’ Cup
top 10 for 13 of the last 16 sea-
sons.

Much of Texas’ success
comes from Dodds’ ap-
proach, which is to hire top
coaches and compete for na-
tional titles in every sport.

Dodds credits the late Tex-
as sports information direc-
tor Jones Ramsey for the

idea. Soon after he came to
Austin from Kansas State in
1981, Dodds was feverishly
trying to plan a Sun Bowl trip.

“I was trying to figure
[how] out to save money and
cut back and get one airplane
to make two trips,” Dodds said.
“He looked at me and said,
‘DeLoss, this is Texas. We’re
supposed to be first class.
We’re supposed to win at ev-
erything we do.’ 

“And I learned a lesson, and
it’s pretty much stuck with
me.”

Raising trophies lifts Aggies’ outlook

KIRBY LEE/US Presswire

Texas A&M’s women’s track and field team celebrated its NCAA championship at last month’s meet in Fayetteville,
Ark. The school also won championships in men’s track and men’s golf this spring.

CHUCK CARLTON
ccarlton@dallasnews.com
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Byrne says motivation
high thanks to A&M’s
three NCAA titles

Aggies’ progress
Where Texas A&M has ranked
since 1993-94 in the final Direc-
tors’ Cup standings:

Year Place Points
1993-94 24th 454.50
1994-95 37th 329.50
1995-96 20th 524.50
1996-97 30th 427.00
1997-98 T38th 230.00
1998-99 T39th 230.00
1999-00 27th 522.00
2000-01 26th 517.00
2001-02 37th 519.50
2002-03 28th 551.25
2003-04 16th 714.00
2004-05 26th 566.25
2005-06 23rd 649.50
2006-07 18th 881.00
2007-08 12th 1,031.00
2008-09 13th 976.00

The Directors’ Cup rankings of Big 12 teams and their average rank since the league’s
creation in 1997.

Year Bay. Colo.
Iowa

State Kan.
Kan.

State Mo. Neb. OU OSU Texas
Texas
A&M

Texas
Tech

1997 125 21 41 59 79 119 4 37 29 7 30 85

1998 65 19 62 51 77 85 9 34 24 15 38 85

1999 39 28 56 56 80 70 12 51 28 11 39 63

2000 43 44 42 82 67 52 6 25 49 9 27 83

2001 53 27 54 79 60 49 13 18 38 19 26 83

2002 40 18 58 64 60 53 22 17 45 2 37 62

2003 69 44 107 108 49 37 24 20 39 2 28 102

2004 47 49 123 65 57 46 32 15 36 10 16 62

2005 25 45 60 61 77 41 21 24 44 2 26 56

2006 32 41 97 60 94 48 19 37 30 3 23 NA

2007 38 37 73 66 111 53 27 25 41 8 18 47

2008 42 50 58 54 71 38 31 23 33 5 12 44

2009 33 69 58 72 77 36 31 29 35 6 13 57

Avg. 50.1 37.8 68.4 67.5 73.8 55.9 19.3 27.3 36.2 7.6 25.8 69.1
Note: In 2006, only 100 teams were ranked. Texas Tech did not finish in the top 100. Its average position is
for 12 years.

Yearly rankings of Big 12 teams

BILL BYRNE
says other
A&M teams
want to share
in the glory.


