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No. 11 Auburn Tigers (8-4, 4-4)

2014: 9-4 (4-4) / F/+ #7 / FEI #12 / S&P+ #4 / Program F/+: #19 2014 Five Factors
2014 Offense 2014 Defense

Efficiency
Off Success Rate+ 123.2 9

Offensive FEI 0.757 2 Defensive FEI -0.167 45 Def Success Rate+ 113.4 24
Off. S&P+ (Adj. PPG) 44.7 4 Def. S&P+ (Adj. PPG) 21.1 20

Explosiveness
Off IsoPPP+ 143.8 4

Rushing S&P+ 123.0 15 Rushing S&P+ 115.0 23 Def IsoPPP+ 105.4 53
Passing S&P+ 156.7 1 Passing S&P+ 102.0 59 Field Position Field Pos. Adv. (FPA) 0.501 62
Standard Downs S&P+ 122.9 15 Standard Downs S&P+ 105.9 43 Finishing 

Drives
Off Red Zone S&P+ 133.4 5

Passing Downs S&P+ 164.8 2 Passing Downs S&P+ 117.0 29 Def Red Zone S&P+ 121.6 14
2015 Projections SOS Rk 3

Turnovers
Turnover Margin +7.0 27

Returning Starters: 4 OFF, 8 DEF Mean Wins / Conf Wins 8.1 / 4.4 Exp. TO Margin +5.6 22
Proj. F/+ 38.9% 11 Conf. / Div. Title Odds 3.4% / 6.8% Difference +1.4 50

Just how good is new starting quarterback Jeremy Johnson? 
The junior and former four-star recruit has played sparingly 
behind Nick Marshall, but has demonstrated a strong arm and 
excellent accuracy in his two years of experience (71 per-
cent completion rate in 2013 and 76 percent in 78 attempts in 
2014). Johnson brings a different skill set to the position than 
the run-first Marshall. Though he’s athletic enough to keep 
defenses honest in Gus Malzahn’s scheme, Johnson is built 
more like a traditional pro-style quarterback and has far better 
accuracy and touch on deep passes. Named the starting quar-
terback following spring practices over highly touted under-
classman Sean White, Johnson is the primary reason Auburn 
has become the trendy pick to win the SEC. But the defense, 
now led by defensive coordinator Will Muschamp, will likely 
be the determining factor in whether the Tigers can take the 
conference championship. 

The Auburn offense will experience some turnover, with 
Marshall, several leading receivers, two offensive linemen, 
tight end C.J. Uzomah, and reliable running back Cameron 
Artis-Payne all leaving for the NFL or graduating. But the Ti-
gers appear set to reload quickly. At 6-foot-0 and 230 pounds, 
number one overall junior college running back Jovon Robin-

son Jr. is maybe the biggest back to ever play in a Malzahn of-
fense. He brings not only power, but also the one-cut-and-go 
style that excels with inside zone running. His competition, 
sophomore Roc Thomas, ensures that Auburn shouldn’t have 
any dip in production with their third starting running back in 
as many years. After all, with Artis-Payne last season and Tre 
Mason before that, the Tigers were 16th and second, respec-
tively, in rushing S&P+. Artis-Payne was fairly efficient (41.9 
percent opportunity rate to the team’s overall 44.5 percent), 
but never very explosive (averaging 4.58 highlight yards per 
opportunity—and his offensive line, which ranked fifth in ad-
justed line yards, gave him plenty of opportunities). One of 
the newcomers should be a more than adequate replacement. 

The hope with Johnson is that the Auburn passing game will 
rival its running game. That’s not to say that the passing game 
was inefficient last season—it ranked first overall in passing 
S&P+. Instead, the Tigers offense simply hopes to improve its 
completion percentage and open up more difficult, mid-range 
routes and the vertical play-action game to complement the 
high-percentage short throws and explosive deep routes that 
were a staple of Marshall’s game. Johnson won’t have deep 
threat Sammie Coates (who averaged 21.8 yards per reception, 
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but with a 45.3 percent catch rate), but he will have one of the 
top overall receivers in the conference in Duke Williams (66.2 
percent catch rate while averaging 16.2 yards per reception) re-
turning for his senior season, as well as senior Ricardo Louis 
and freshmen Darius Slayton and Ryan Davis. The offensive 
line, meanwhile, will return three starter’s from a unit that was 
exemplary in pass protection, especially for having a mobile 
quarterback, ranking 28th in adjusted sack rate.

The defense will likely determine this team’s ceiling. The 
unit was respectable last season after figuring in opponent ad-
justments (29th in S&P+, but 81st and 98th in unadjusted suc-
cess rate and IsoPPP), but struggled in generating quarterback 
pressure and in the secondary (65th in front seven havoc, 96th 
in adjusted sack rate, and 43rd in passing S&P+). Defensive 
coordinator Will Muschamp has repeatedly stressed how thin 
the secondary is, noting the lack of depth behind the excellent 
starting safeties and corners. Georgia transfer Tray Matthews 
looks to have locked down one of the starting safety spots, and 
there is plenty of incoming talent to join Montavius Adams 

and Carl Lawson on the defensive line, including consensus 
five-star defensive end Byron Cowart. Auburn has recruited 
extremely well on defense for the past few years (except for 
the lack of depth in the secondary), but the production hasn’t 
matched the talent. Last season part of that could be attributed 
to losing Lawson for the year because of a spring practice 
ACL tear, but the team’s sack leader nevertheless only had 
3.5 sacks. What the team likely needed was a system upgrade, 
not a talent upgrade—and it might have found the answer in 
Muschamp. Auburn will find out a lot about its defense in the 
season opener against Louisville. The Cardinals may be try-
ing to choose a quarterback and replace their offensive line 
and receiving corps, but they have plenty of talent, and they 
should give Auburn plenty of opportunity to show their defen-
sive muscle from the beginning of the season. If the defense 
improves and Johnson plays as expected, there is no ques-
tion that this is a Playoff-caliber team. Unfortunately for the 
Tigers, they play in a conference with several other Playoff-
caliber teams. 

No. 12 USC Trojans (9-3, 6-3)

2014: 9-4 (6-3) / F/+ #16 / FEI #9 / S&P+ #20 / Program F/+: #16 2014 Five Factors
2014 Offense 2014 Defense

Efficiency
Off Success Rate+ 112.8 26

Offensive FEI 0.319 26 Defensive FEI -0.391 20 Def Success Rate+ 104.7 48
Off. S&P+ (Adj. PPG) 37.6 19 Def. S&P+ (Adj. PPG) 23.5 35

Explosiveness
Off IsoPPP+ 115.3 36

Rushing S&P+ 99.0 73 Rushing S&P+ 110.3 34 Def IsoPPP+ 116.5 28
Passing S&P+ 123.9 20 Passing S&P+ 112.0 31 Field Position Field Pos. Adv. (FPA) 0.508 44
Standard Downs S&P+ 102.3 58 Standard Downs S&P+ 108.4 37 Finishing 

Drives
Off Red Zone S&P+ 117.5 26

Passing Downs S&P+ 138.5 6 Passing Downs S&P+ 120.6 20 Def Red Zone S&P+ 91.1 98
2015 Projections SOS Rk 11

Turnovers
Turnover Margin +11.0 10

Returning Starters: 7 OFF, 7 DEF Mean Wins / Conf Wins 8.5 / 6.1 Exp. TO Margin +11.5 3
Proj. F/+ 38.6% 12 Conf. / Div. Title Odds 9.2% / 18.3% Difference -0.5 71

In coach Steve Sarkisian’s second season at USC, nothing 
short of a Playoff berth will satisfy fan and media expectations. 
Quarterback Cody Kessler has grown from an underrated but 
extremely efficient signal caller to a Heisman contender who 
might be valuable enough to overcome the Trojans’ flaws. 

While S&P+ projections rank USC 13th overall, three other 
Pac-12 teams are ahead of them (Oregon, UCLA, and Stan-
ford), and all three are on the Trojans’ conference schedule. 
But there is no denying that this team is talented: they have 
the second-ranked recruiting impact, and many of last year’s 
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No. 13 Florida State Seminoles (10-2, 6-2)

primary contributors were young, including Adoree’ Jackson 
and Juju Smith. But with a still-small roster, a depleted de-
fensive line and a difficult schedule, the Trojans will have an 
uphill battle.

Kessler, Jackson, and Smith will lead an offense that ranked 
20th in passing S&P+ in 2014. Few teams were better on pass-
ing downs (sixth in passing downs S&P+), even though the 
Trojans’ offensive line did not play at an elite level in pass 
protection (56th in adjusted sack rate). The USC offense was 
strong overall (24th in S&P+), but it was neither particu-
larly efficient (43rd in success rate) nor explosive (37th in 
IsoPPP+). But it is a veteran group with plenty of weapons. 
The key for the offense will likely be finding some balance 
in the run game. While the line had a poor run-blocking ef-
ficiency rate (38 percent opportunity rate, 76th overall), run-
ning back Buck Allen was effective and consistent. With Al-
len now in the NFL, the two primary contenders for his job are 
last season’s backups, Justin Davis and Tre Madden, who both 
were out with injuries for parts of the last two seasons. Incom-
ing freshman Ronald Jones II is an explosive back who could 
give the Trojans the home run threat they’ve missed. Look for 
the run game to improve beginning with the interior of the of-
fensive line, featuring Max Tuerk, new starter Damien Mama, 
and Viane Talamaivao. Currently this is a good unit—to con-
tend for a Playoff berth, or even a Pac-12 championship, it 

will need to be a great one. 
Maybe the biggest impediment for the Trojans is depth 

in the defensive front seven. Many of the starters are either 
household names or soon will be, despite the loss of defensive 
end Leonard Williams to the NFL. From former safety Su’a 
Cravens at linebacker (who led the team in tackles for loss 
last season in run support) to tackle Delvon Simmons to end 
Claude Pelon, the talent is there. But many of the new faces 
have little production so far in their careers despite high re-
cruiting rankings, including Scott Felix, Anthony Sarao, and 
Lamar Dawson. Last year the defense favored a bend-don’t-
break style, preventing explosive plays but being less efficient 
(64th in success rate), particularly against the run (40th). The 
Trojans’ secondary was the defense’s best unit, as despite little 
pressure from the front seven—even including Leonard Wil-
liams, who was often double-teamed, the front seven ranked 
only 80th in front seven havoc rate—the defensive backs 
ranked 18th in havoc rate and were 21st in passing downs 
S&P+. A chunk of that production came from the disruptive 
and rangy Cravens (who moved between linebacker and safety 
last season), though Jackson, a freshman All-American, made 
his mark early as well. The defense’s challenges for 2015 will 
likely be the same as in 2014: can the front seven apply con-
sistent pressure on standard downs? Will the defensive line 
depth be an issue against the run?
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2014: 13-1 (8-0) / F/+ #15 / FEI #7 / S&P+ #22 / Program F/+: #7 2014 Five Factors
2014 Offense 2014 Defense

Efficiency
Off Success Rate+ 126.9 5

Offensive FEI 0.643 8 Defensive FEI -0.301 28 Def Success Rate+ 99.3 68
Off. S&P+ (Adj. PPG) 37.9 16 Def. S&P+ (Adj. PPG) 24.3 40

Explosiveness
Off IsoPPP+ 131.4 13

Rushing S&P+ 120.8 19 Rushing S&P+ 105.7 50 Def IsoPPP+ 112.6 36
Passing S&P+ 135.1 7 Passing S&P+ 105.0 50 Field Position Field Pos. Adv. (FPA) 0.480 100
Standard Downs S&P+ 128.6 7 Standard Downs S&P+ 105.4 45 Finishing 

Drives
Off Red Zone S&P+ 126.1 8

Passing Downs S&P+ 124.8 20 Passing Downs S&P+ 110.0 43 Def Red Zone S&P+ 103.4 50
2015 Projections SOS Rk 66

Turnovers
Turnover Margin -6.0 105

Returning Starters: 4 OFF, 7 DEF Mean Wins / Conf Wins 10.1 / 6.4 Exp. TO Margin -1.4 88
Proj. F/+ 38.5% 13 Conf. / Div. Title Odds 25.8% / 51.7% Difference -4.6 103

The Seminoles took one undefeated national championship 
season and followed it up with an undefeated regular season, 
but the final game, a 59-20 Playoff loss to Oregon, left a bit-
ter taste in many Florida State fans’ mouths. The Seminoles 
played like a top-15 team in multiple narrow wins (37-31 over 
75th F/+ ranked Oklahoma State, a four-point win over 34th 
Notre Dame, then four straight wins of five points or less be-
ginning with Miami) for most of the year rather than the clear 
top team they were in Jameis Winston’s Heisman-winning 
redshirt freshman season. Now Florida State enters a rebuild-
ing season with lots of new faces on both lines and, crucially, 
a new starting quarterback. 

After waiting patiently behind Winston, Sean Maguire was 
supposed to take over as Florida State’s starting quarterback 
this fall. Sure, his debut against Clemson last season left a lot 
to be desired, but Clemson might have been the worst possible 
opponent for him to face in his first start. And he did lead the 
Seminoles to an overtime win. But then Notre Dame’s Ever-
ett Golson became the latest in a line of high profile gradu-
ate quarterback transfers, moving to Florida State in hopes of 
grabbing the starting job and contending for a national title. 
Graduate transfers don’t always start (see: Jeremiah Masoli) 
but sometimes a change of scenery and another year lead 
to Russell Wilson-at-Wisconsin type seasons. It’s not clear 
whether Golson is the missing piece in Florida State’s offen-
sive puzzle. While Golson has a high ceiling, he also has a 
turnover-laden floor; in 2014, he threw 14 interceptions, fum-
bled 12 times, and was sacked 27 times. His sack rate is actu-
ally lower than Maguire’s (5.9 percent to 10.9 percent), but 
whoever wins the job will need to respond well to pressure, as 
it’s unclear how the new-look offensive line will fare. 

Last year’s line was built around protecting Winston (ninth 
in adjusted sack rate), rather than driving defenders back in 
the run game (45th adjusted line yards, but 79th in opportunity 
rate). But the 2015 group will need to replace four starters and 
a prominent backup. There is certainly talent in the wings, 
but it is mostly young, with six freshmen (four redshirted). 
Both quarterback and offensive line need only worry about ef-
ficiency, because the Seminoles have amassed potentially the 

most talented group of offensive skill players in the country. 
Mario Pender might begin the season as the starter at running 
back; He’s not quite as explosive or efficient as the indefi-
nitely suspended Dalvin Cook, but certainly capable. Incom-
ing freshman Jacques Patrick could end up eventually taking 
over the job. He’s a home run hitter that could replace Cook’s 
explosiveness if his legal situation is unresolved before the 
beginning of the season. The receiving corps is even more 
loaded, with Travis Rudolph (reliable and balanced), Ermon 
Lane (a big, explosive target who averaged 20.5 yards per 
catch), and Kermit Whitfield (dynamic in the open field with a 
solid catch rate) as now-sophomores and four more freshmen 
four- or five-star receivers behind them. The offensive skill 
talent is almost unmatched across the FBS; the key will be 
whether there is a quarterback to put the ball in their hands or 
an offensive line to give them opportunities.

Offensive production remained at a high level in Winston’s 
second season, but the team’s defensive efficiency—particu-
larly its disruptive ability—fell off significantly. Florida State 
was both inefficient against the run (85th in rushing success 
rate) and lacking in quarterback pressure (115th in adjusted 
sack rate, 94th in front seven havoc rate). It’s a testament 
to the strong secondary that even though opposing offenses 
were not often pressured by the front seven, the defense as a 
whole wasn’t worse on passing downs (43rd in passing downs 
S&P+). But a team with Mario Edwards Jr. and Eddie Gold-
man on the line should have had more production. Those two, 
along with fellow starter Desmond Hollin, are now gone, but 
the depth behind them is excellent, if unproven. The line-
backers don’t have the same problem, as all starters return 
as seasoned veterans. While many, like linebacker Matthew 
Thomas and incoming defensive end Josh Sweat, are recover-
ing from injuries, the talent is there. So the secondary should 
once again carry the load on passing downs, especially if the 
run defense does not improve. 

With questions and inexperience on both lines and at quar-
terback, it’s fair to be bearish on the Seminoles’ chances for 
a repeat Playoff appearance. But if players live up to their 
recruiting rankings, anything is possible. 
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No. 14 Notre Dame Fighting Irish (9-3, -)

2014: 8-5 (--) / F/+ #34 / FEI #38 / S&P+ #27 / Program F/+: #14 2014 Five Factors
2014 Offense 2014 Defense

Efficiency
Off Success Rate+ 114.7 23

Offensive FEI 0.342 21 Defensive FEI -0.108 54 Def Success Rate+ 99.7 64
Off. S&P+ (Adj. PPG) 36.9 20 Def. S&P+ (Adj. PPG) 24.9 43

Explosiveness
Off IsoPPP+ 130.6 14

Rushing S&P+ 116.3 27 Rushing S&P+ 99.7 70 Def IsoPPP+ 96.1 80
Passing S&P+ 127.2 13 Passing S&P+ 92.3 96 Field Position Field Pos. Adv. (FPA) 0.508 45
Standard Downs S&P+ 121.9 18 Standard Downs S&P+ 97.5 77 Finishing 

Drives
Off Red Zone S&P+ 112.6 35

Passing Downs S&P+ 128.9 15 Passing Downs S&P+ 94.8 88 Def Red Zone S&P+ 101.3 58
2015 Projections SOS Rk 39

Turnovers
Turnover Margin -3.0 84

Returning Starters: 7 OFF, 10 DEF Mean Wins 9.3 Exp. TO Margin -3.5 101
Proj. F/+ 38.4% 14 Conf. / Div. Title Odds N/A Difference +0.5 62

Notre Dame went 8-5 in 2014, finished the season ranked a 
disappointing 34th in the F/+ rankings, and lost former start-
ing quarterback Everett Golson to transfer, but nonetheless is 
projected at eighth by FEI and 16th by S&P+. So where is the 
predicted improvement coming from? For one, Notre Dame 
has recruited extremely well, pulling in the No. 13 class for 
2015 and the No. 11 class in 2014. For another, the team was 
fairly inconsistent week-to-week, taking down Stanford, shut-
ting out Michigan, and slipping by LSU, but losing four in a 
row in one stretch, including two to Northwestern and Lou-
isville. Much of the inconsistency had to do with turnovers 
by Golson, who had 12 fumbles and 14 interceptions. But the 
team as a whole was also unlucky, with a plus-four turnover 
difference between expected and actual turnovers. Beyond re-
cruiting and a regression of bad luck to the mean, there’s still 
a lot to like about Notre Dame’s roster: three extremely high-
ceiling quarterbacks, enough explosive skill players to go toe-
to-toe with any Pac-12 or SEC school, and almost everyone 
returning on defense. So will 2015 look more like the accu-
mulated talent and stats project it should, or are Irish faithful 
in for a 2014 repeat, given a schedule that includes top-20 pro-
jected F/+ teams Georgia Tech, Clemson, USC, and Stanford? 

On the positive side, the offense is just a quarterback away 
from being one of the best of Brian Kelly’s tenure—at least on 
paper. And when the coaches have to choose among three in-
credibly athletic dual-threat options in Malik Zaire, DeShone 

Kizer, and Brandon Wimbush, that isn’t a major negative. 
What the group lacks is experience. Zaire appears to have the 
starting spot locked up, barring a major upset in preseason 
camp, but he only has 35 passes to his name as a college quar-
terback, and he struggled with accuracy, even at short range. 
If Zaire is the starter, expect the offense to mix his ability to 
execute power option runs with downfield play-action and on-
the-run passing. But the quarterback shouldn’t be tasked with 
too much beyond safely distributing the ball to his supporting 
cast. Tarean Folston and Greg Bryant are both solid options at 
running back, though neither broke off quite as many explo-
sive plays as you’d like to see (solid opportunity rates at 43 
percent and 52 percent respectively, but low highlight yards 
per opportunity at 3.5 and 3.3). All four starting receivers re-
turn, including emergent number one threat Will Fuller, who 
balanced consistency (catching 66 percent of his targets) with 
a 14.4 yards per reception average. The rangy Corey Robin-
son and a deep group of tight ends will also contribute. 

Notre Dame’s 2015 trajectory will likely depend primarily on 
the improvement of the defense in defensive coordinator Brian 
VanGorder’s second season implementing an aggressive 4-3. 
They certainly have a lot of work to do in the offseason. Despite 
being riddled with experienced talent, the defensive line wasn’t 
as productive as past Notre Dame lines, settling for average to 
below average in both run defense (65th in adjusted line yards) 
and pass defense (78th in adjusted sack rate). The Irish were 
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susceptible to explosive plays (80th in IsoPPP+), even though 
they ostensibly played a bend-don’t-break defense. The key 
question for this defense is whether last year’s mediocrity can 
be attributed to the schematic change, injuries, and academic 
suspensions, or whether individual defenders are not playing 

up to their recruiting rankings. One area for concern might be 
the secondary, which isn’t deep at cornerback and lacks youth. 
It’s an experienced group to be sure, so the first string shouldn’t 
be a problem, but rotations and injuries might limit this unit’s 
overall effectiveness. 

No. 15 TCU Horned Frogs (10-2, 7-2)

2014: 12-1 (8-1) / F/+ #6 / FEI #6 / S&P+ #8 / Program F/+: #17 2014 Five Factors
2014 Offense 2014 Defense

Efficiency
Off Success Rate+ 110.8 34

Offensive FEI 0.337 22 Defensive FEI -0.644 4 Def Success Rate+ 122.3 8
Off. S&P+ (Adj. PPG) 37.8 17 Def. S&P+ (Adj. PPG) 18.4 13

Explosiveness
Off IsoPPP+ 128.1 16

Rushing S&P+ 124.5 13 Rushing S&P+ 133.3 5 Def IsoPPP+ 121.3 20
Passing S&P+ 114.8 32 Passing S&P+ 113.2 29 Field Position Field Pos. Adv. (FPA) 0.574 2
Standard Downs S&P+ 117.1 23 Standard Downs S&P+ 119.8 11 Finishing 

Drives
Off Red Zone S&P+ 107.6 45

Passing Downs S&P+ 124.1 22 Passing Downs S&P+ 124.0 16 Def Red Zone S&P+ 112.2 25
2015 Projections SOS Rk 52

Turnovers
Turnover Margin +18.0 3

Returning Starters: 9 OFF, 5 DEF Mean Wins / Conf Wins 9.6 / 6.9 Exp. TO Margin +1.6 57
Proj. F/+ 38.0% 15 Conf. / Div. Title Odds 25.8% Difference +16.4 1

Maybe no team has received more hype this offseason—and 
enjoyed a bigger improvement from 2013—than TCU. TCU 
went 4-8 in 2013 before moving to an air raid-style offense in 
2014, giving quarterback Trevone Boykin a foundation for a 
breakout 2014 season. Boykin capped a 3,901-yard passing 
season (33rd passing S&P+, 16th in overall offensive S&P+) 
with a 42-3 demolition of Ole Miss in the Chick-fil-A Peach 
Bowl. Looking to make a statement after getting snubbed by 
the Playoff Selection Committee for the final Playoff spot, the 
Horned Frogs displayed a disruptive, efficient defense and an 
explosive offense against a hapless Rebels squad. Expecta-
tions are understandably high for 2015, as nine offensive start-
ers return, including Boykin, a leading Heisman contender, 
but the defense must replace six starters from last year’s fifth-
ranked S&P+ squad. 

The turnaround started with Boykin coming in to his own in 
the new offense. Boykin didn’t have the highest average yards 
per attempt, nor was he among the top ten quarterback rush-
ers in college football, but he was consistent, and he only had 

one game throwing more than one interception (the blowout 
win against Ole Miss). Boykin’s offense threw early (104th 
in standard downs running percentage) and often, and he ex-
celled as both a playmaker and a distributor for TCU’s deep 
receivers unit. That group had four juniors or younger total 
more than 300 receiving yards, all averaging 10+ yards per 
catch. In fact, the two leading receivers, Josh Doctson (who 
broke his hand this spring) and Kolby Listenbee, had similar 
statistical profiles, with high average yards per catch (18.4 and 
15.5, respectively) and low catch rates (in the 50s for both). 
Those two received more than a third of the team’s overall tar-
gets. Even more crucially, TCU returns all but a single start-
ing lineman from a group that was 37th in adjusted line yards 
and 39th in adjusted sack rate. The run game, meanwhile, was 
efficient and explosive thanks to Aaron Green. Green didn’t 
put up prolific numbers by common measures, but he was 
extremely efficient in limited opportunities—he averaged 7.8 
highlight yards per carry and beat his team’s opportunity rate 
at 44.6 percent. 
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The defense will experience higher turnover, and losing 
senior linebacker Paul Dawson certainly hurts. Dawson had 
20 tackles for loss and six sacks and was the most disruptive 
player on the team. The returning line isn’t necessarily full of 
stars, but it is experienced, with Davion Pierson leading in the 
middle. As good as the TCU defense was—it held Minnesota 
to a touchdown and Ole Miss to a field goal—it had problems 
with big plays. Giving up 61 points to Baylor (where three 
receivers averaged over 18 yards per catch), 33 to Oklahoma 
(Sterling Shepard had seven catches for 215 yards), and 30 to 

Kansas (Kansas!), the Horned Frogs were boom most of the 
time, and bust in several conference games. Hardly anyone 
was more disruptive up front (second in front seven havoc), 
but they were prone to breakdowns (70th in IsoPPP). 

So can TCU take the next step and be one of the four Play-
off teams this season? The schedule is solid but manageable, 
and the Horned Frogs may well be undefeated heading into 
the second-to-last game of the season versus Oklahoma. With 
season ending games against the Sooners and Baylor, they 
will have to save their best for last. 


