
		   

		    
Take a look at the table below.  It shows  
summary demographic statistics for seven 
submarkets, or prospective branch trade areas.  
	 Most of the statistics are self-explanatory,  
but the two percentile rows reflect how each 
submarket ranks relative to the dynamics of its  
state overall.  Thus, for example, the value of 16  
for “median income state percentile” in submarket  
B indicates that the median household income  
of the submarket (shown in the row above at  
$49,036) is higher than only 16% of submarkets 
in that state; or framed inversely, 84% of the 
submarkets in that state show greater median  
income than this one.
	 With that context, look at the table again,  
and certain commonalities appear.  Starting at  

the first row, these are all young submarkets: 

whereas the median age (head of household) 
of the U.S. overall reaches 53, most of these 

submarkets show median age in the young 30s.  
	 Further, the submarkets are all renter-dominant: 
one with only 13% of households owning their  
homes versus 87% renting; and most with 25%  
to 30% homeownership, still well below the 
nationwide 66% homeownership rate.
	 As we would expect in young, renter- 
dominated submarkets, income levels turn lower,  
with median household income below $50,000 in  
two of the submarkets.  And even as median income  
edges past $80,000 in two other submarkets, note  
the corresponding percentiles.  All seven submarkets 

show median income percentiles of less than 50, 
indicating each ranks in the lower half of submarkets 
within its state.  Thus, even the $83,000 median 
income in submarket E still ranks as low relative to the 
norms of its state, outranking only 42% of the other 
submarkets and lagging 58% of the submarkets.
	 So we’ve established these are young, renter-
dominant, lower-income submarkets, which would  
tend to correlate with lesser deposit demand and argue 
against branching.  But now examine the bottom two 
rows of the table.  In each of the submarkets, median 
home values rank in at least the 70th percentile, with 
four at the 87th percentile or higher; so relative to the 
norms of their state, carrying high home values ranking 
in the top 7% to 12% of all submarkets statewide.
	 Typically, income and home values remain tightly 
correlated, as it takes significant income to purchase 

an expensive home.  So what gives?  How can these 
submarkets show top-tier home values but such 
modest-income levels?  If you haven’t figured it  
out yet, here’s an answer key:
	     A.	 Chapel Hill, North Carolina
	     B.	 Madison, Wisconsin
	     C.	 Berkeley, California
	     D.	 Boulder, Colorado
	     E.	 Seattle, Washington
	     F.	 Athens, Georgia
	     G.	 Ann Arbor, Michigan 
	 Each of these cities is home to their respective 
state’s flagship university; and in each case, the 
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Median Age (Head of Household)	           34 	          28 	          41 	          34 	          32 	          35 	         32 
Median Household Income	     61,821 	    49,036 	    82,829 	    73,713 	    83,101 	    46,775 	   66,952 
Median Income State Percentile	           47 	          16 	          47 	          38 	          42 	          21 	         49 
% Homeowners	        35%	       13%	       31%	       32%	       23%	       25%	      28%
Median Home Value	  500,462 	  349,231 	  906,630 	  769,019 	  778,153 	  289,226 	 413,132 
Median Home Value State Percentile	           93 	          87 	          73 	          89 	          83 	          70 	         93
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submarket is defined as a radius around the primary 
“college strip” retail center nearest to each campus.1 
	   The seemingly contradictory phenomenon of 
high renter proportions and below-median income 
levels that would predict lesser banking demand, 
juxtaposed with top-tier home values that predict 

strong banking demand, is common in university-
district submarkets; though not unique to  
those environments.  It also occurs in some 
downtown/midtown-type districts in larger cities.

	      In either type of market, the statistics reveal 
a potential pitfall of focusing on a single value to 

describe an attribute in a submarket.  In most  
cases, the majority of households in a trade area 
will show age and income levels hovering near 
the median for the submarket overall.  However, 
university-area submarkets tend to carry bimodal 
bases, which averages and medians do not describe 
effectively.  Maintaining the university theme, the 

perils of bimodal distributions reminds us of the 
university statistics professor with one foot  

in a bucket of ice water and the other in a 
bucket of boiling water, reporting that,  
“on average, I feel fine.”

	 Now that you know these statistics 
represent university trade areas, look at the  

table again, and notice the income levels seem high.  
What college student earns $62,000 a year?  But 
averages and medians are poor descriptors of most  
university submarkets, which represent an amalgam 
of low-earning young students but also affluent 
homeowners: sometimes academic or administrative 
staff, but often professionals not affiliated with the 
college who choose to live near universities for  
the lifestyle amenities a major campus provides.   
And the demand from this segment creates those  
top-tier home values.2  
	 The parallel dynamic in some downtown,  
non-university districts reflects a similar bimodal 
split, typically between young workers in apartments 
seeking proximity to workplaces and nightlife, offset 
by affluent professionals (often empty-nesters in  

high-rise condominiums) seeking proximity to  
cultural institutions and restaurants and a  
lower-maintenance lifestyle.
	 And while the student/entry-tier segment 
represents a transient, high-turnover, low-balance 
group bringing minimal benefit to a branch portfolio, 
the affluent homeowners carry broad potential on 
both sides of the balance sheet, rendering university 
(and residential downtown) districts a prime location 
for branches – so long as the focus remains on  
the permanent-resident homeowners who form  
only a minority of households in the trade  
area but likely impound more than 80% of  
the balance potential therein.
	 This is not to say that the student segment is 
meritless for all institutions.  But the largest banks 
hold an inherent advantage with that group, due to 
their ability to amortize fixed costs to such a low 
per-account level that even the $72 checking account 
of the typical college freshman can turn profitable; 
and because they likely maintain region-wide branch 
networks that can retain student accounts almost 
anywhere the student relocates after graduation.  
	 For the smaller community bank or credit union, 
though, it is important to look past the medians and 
the basic age-income demographics to the home 
values.  In each of the seven example submarkets, 
the median home value percentile is roughly  
two-fold higher than the median income percentile.  
This illustrates how the permanent residents of 
a university-area submarket often carry top-tier 
affluence, reflected in median home values that  
are not diluted by the transient, non-homeowning 
student base; versus the median income statistic, 
which impounds all residents in the submarket  
and thus is highly diluted by the student population. 
	 This deeper view can reveal that, in university-
area submarkets where median-income profiles 
might dissuade branching, bankers can still find 
opportunity on the leading side of the proverbial 
town-versus-gown divide.

1The extent of each radius is determined as an inverse function of the surrounding population density, a phenomenon   
  Bancography has addressed in multiple writings.  Branches in dense urban areas will typically draw from a 1-to-1.5-mile  
  range; suburban submarkets draw from a 2-to-3-mile range; and rural submarkets may encompass up to a 5-mile range.  
2The percentile scores are relative to each state overall.  While a $350,000 median home value is greater than in 87% of  
 submarkets in Wisconsin, and a median near $300,000 is greater than in 70% of submarkets in Georgia, it takes a median  
 home value of $900,000 to reach the 73rd percentile in California.
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As noted in Bancography’s recent survey of  
new branch costs (see Bancology, Winter 2025 
issue), the median cost of new freestanding 
branches in the U.S. now exceeds $3 million.  
Accordingly, entry into a new market with a 
multi-branch initiative can require significant 
capital investments, readily surpassing $10 million 
in scope for even a three-branch expansion effort.
	 Those substantial capital requirements  
raise questions of less expensive alternatives; 
often framed along the lines of “can we use a 
digital model and avoid those branch costs?”  
Sadly, for most financial institutions, the  
answer to that question is “no.”  
	 Two related factors preclude the  
branch-free approach.  First, and this may  
seem obvious, but if your institution does not 
have a branch in the proposed new market, 
how do consumers know it exists?  No one  
can use the digital channel of an institution  
until they know of the institution’s existence. 
	 Which brings the second barrier: an 
institution can forgo branches and seek to gain 
awareness through advertising instead, both in 
online and traditional media.  But for the typical 
community bank or credit union, we promise:  
you cannot shout as loudly as Ally.  Or USAA.   
Or Marcus.  Or any of the other nationwide online 
banks.  And in selling online CDs and money 
market accounts, the winners are those that shout 
the loudest, via the largest advertising budgets.
	 So what options does a smaller institution 
have?  In a recent discussion of expansion 
strategies with longtime Bancography colleague 
Darrick Weeks (President and CEO of Purdue 
Federal Credit Union, a $2.1B institution based  
in West Lafayette, Indiana), Mr. Weeks espoused 
a strategic gem that gives a useful framework  
for overcoming the challenge of costly new-
market expansion efforts: “The branch is the 
marketing asset; the account is digital.”  
	 The observation is rooted in the belief 
that while a branch can gain traction from 
the consumers in the immediate surrounding 

neighborhood, it also carries what our friend 
described as a “marketing halo.” The marketing 
halo is an area beyond the typical drawing area 
for in-branch account openings where consumers 
will still have awareness of the institution’s 
existence, and thus the ability to utilize its  
online channels, which may be more  
convenient than a branch visit.
	 Think of the branch as having two 
concentric trade areas: an inner draw for 
traditional account openings based on local 
convenience; supplemented by an outer draw 
– a digital halo – where a combination of
awareness from both the branch’s presence
and geographically targeted advertising can

entice consumers to open the account via the 
institution’s online channels (knowing the  
branch is there if needed, albeit not directly 
down the street).
	 Recall high school geometry class.  If the 
inner drawing range is two miles, but the halo 
brings consumers from the two-to-four-mile  
band into play as well, the halo band is  
three-times larger in area than the inner band  3.  
And if population is distributed uniformly  
throughout the area, then the halo avails  
the branch of an additional audience three- 
times greater than what it could reach solely 
via its local-convenience, inner-band audience. 
	 Of course, reaching the halo audience 
requires top-tier digital capabilities; but it is 
the presence of the branch with those digital 

capabilities that brings the halo audience 
into play, in a way the digital channel alone 
could never realize.  Success will still require 
leveraging the marketing asset of the branch 
through community engagement with 
supplemental advertising to reinforce awareness 
in the broader regions within the digital halo.  
But the latter component remains more readily 
attainable than gaining awareness solely by 
blanketing online channels with top-tier rate 
offers – one more voice trying to  
outshout the giants.  
	 Keep in mind, even for institutions 
supplementing branch efforts with digital 
channels, empirical evidence shows online-
originated relationships carry lower cross-sell 
ratios – often by as much as one full product 
per household, when comparing an institution’s 
cross-sell ratio for branch-originated versus 
remote-originated relationships – and are  
thus more prone to attrition.  
	 Thus, it remains imperative to strive to 
migrate relationships emanating within the halo 
region to the related branch; perhaps starting 
with a simple welcome phone call. “Thank you 
for opening an account with Metro’s online 
banking center last week.  If you ever need 
anything, we have a branch nearby, too. Stop 
in anytime.”  The transition from the digital 
channel to the branch channel can foster the 
critical cross-sell opportunities that not only 
bring immediate additional revenue, but also 
lock down those relationships for years ahead.
	 Bancography has noted that the early 
2000s “clicks and bricks” slogan still describes a 
beneficial approach, though we might invert it to 
“bricks enable clicks.”  However, our colleague’s 
enhancement frames not only the what but the 
how.  And we recommend “The branch is  
the marketing asset; the account is digital”  
as a mantra for every community bank or  
credit union executive seeking to reduce  
market-entry costs and expand branch reach 
through a hybrid physical-digital offering.

The Digital Halo: Bricks Create Clicks

3 The inner 2-mile drawing range would have an area of 4π square miles; the outer halo would encompass an area of 16π square miles, or 12π above and  
  beyond the inner band.  So the halo-ring alone represents a trade area three-times larger than the inner band.

Bancography has noted that  
the past “clicks and bricks” 

slogan still describes a  
beneficial approach, though  

we might invert it to 
“bricks enable clicks”

https://bancography.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/12/Bancology1225.pdf#page=1
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Having arisen under a regulatory structure that 
proscribed interstate branching, the U.S. banking 
system remains highly fragmented to this day, even 
after several decades of more permissive rules 
governing branching and mergers.
	 As a result, deposit-share leadership across 
the nation represents a patchwork of institution 
types, with larger national banks leading many larger 
markets; but ample representation from smaller banks 
and credit unions in leading market positions, too.
	 To understand the geography of market 
leadership, we tallied deposits by institution, using  
the FDIC’s June 2025 summary of branch deposit 
data and NCUA call reports; aggregating totals by 
metropolitan statistical area, or by county for  
non-metropolitan counties.  The tallies included  

two significant adjustments.  
	     First, for bank branches, the study capped 
individual branch deposits at $250M to mitigate 
the impact of large corporate and public funds 
deposits, keeping the focus on traditional retail 
and small business deposits.  This adjustment 
affected about 10% of bank branches, including 
an array of large corporate offices.  
	      Second, for credit unions – which are 
not required to report deposits at the individual 
branch level, only at the corporate level – the 
study apportioned each institution’s deposits 

to market areas per its branch count.  For example, 
if a credit union with 40 total branches reports $2B 
in total deposits and 30 of its branches are in the 
Chicago MSA, the study credits the institution with 
$1.5B in deposits for Chicago; or 75% of its $2B total, 
mirroring its proportion of branches in the market.  
	 This is a fraught assumption that likely 
underestimates credit unions’ positions in their home 
markets, as average per-branch deposits will tend 
greater in the largest and oldest components of an 
institution’s franchise.  That bias notwithstanding, 
the proportionate allocation is almost certainly more 
descriptive than, for example, ascribing Navy Federal 
Credit Union’s entire $163B deposit base to the 
Washington, D.C. MSA.  Also, the vast majority of 
credit unions operate within a single market area, 
obviating the need for any adjustments.
	 The study reveals that the nation’s two largest 
retail banks, Wells Fargo and Chase, account for the 
leading market position in 39 of the nation’s 111 large 
and mid-sized metro areas (defined by a population 
threshold of at least 500,000 residents), with Wells 
Fargo leading in 20 markets and Chase in 19.  
	 Beyond Wells Fargo and Chase, four other 
banks operate networks of 2,000 or more branches 
nationwide (rounding slightly), with Bank of America 
leading in six of the large or mid-sized markets, 
Truist in four, and US Bank and PNC in three each.  

The Geography of Market Leadership

MSA Population Tier
Deposit Share Leader     > 500,000     > 2,000,000

Other regional bank	  20 	    6 
Wells Fargo	  20 	    6 
Chase	  19 	  14 
All other banks	  18 	    1 
Credit union	  18 	    2 
Bank of America	    6 	    3 
Truist	    4 	    1 
PNC	    3 	    1 
US Bank	    3 	    2

Market Leaders: MSAs with Population > 2 Million

Miami	 Minneapolis	 Boston	     Washington, DC	 Pittsburgh	 Portland
Austin	 Atlanta	 Orlando			   St. Louis
Chicago	 Charlotte	 Tampa			 
Dallas	 Denver				     
Detroit	 Las Vegas				  
Houston	 Sacramento				  
Indianapolis					   
Los Angeles		
New York		
San Diego		
Phoenix				  
San Jose					   
San Francisco				  
Riverside				  

Chase	  Wells Fargo	 Bank of America	       Truist	    PNC         	 US Bank		 	
			 

Columbus (Huntington)	   Kansas City	  Seattle (BECU)	
Baltimore (M&T) 	   (Commerce)	  San Antonio	
Cincinnati (Fifth Third) 		   (Randolph Brooks)		
Cleveland (Key)	
Nashville (Regions)	
Philadelphia (Citizens)			 

Other regional banks	  All other banks	 Credit union 
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	 Beyond that group, there is a sizable drop-off 
in branch counts, from Truist’s network of 1,930 
branches to next-ranking Regions Bank at 1,250.  
Accordingly, the study defines another tier of “other 
regional banks,” including institutions with at least 
300 branches; and those banks lead in 20 of the  
large and mid-sized markets.
	 That leaves 18 metro areas with at least  
500,000 residents where smaller banks hold the 
leading market position, and another 18 metros  
where credit unions lead.
	 Restricting the analysis to the absolute largest 
markets, defined as the 36 MSAs with at least two 
million residents, reveals a greater bias toward large 
banks.  Chase leads in 14 of those metros; Wells 
Fargo in six; credit unions in just two (BECU in  
Seattle, Randolph-Brooks in San Antonio); and  
smaller banks in only one (Commerce, in Kansas City). 
	 In 14 of the 36 markets in the large-metro  
peer group, the top-three positions are held by  
some subset of the six largest banks; and in 32 of 
those markets, all three market leaders emanate  
from the top tier or the next tier of regional banks.  
The only exceptions are San Antonio, with  
Randolph-Brooks and Security Service CUs first  
and third; Seattle, where BECU leads; Sacramento, 
where Golden 1 CU ranks second; and Washington, 
where Navy Federal CU ranks third.

	 Community banks and credit unions remain 
prevalent in the smaller markets, combining to hold 
all three leading market positions in several, including 
Little Rock, Harrisburg and Oklahoma City.  
	 In 38 of the 111 metros with more than 500,000 
residents, credit unions hold at least one of the top-
three market positions.  However, in 21 of those 
markets, no credit union ranks among the top-10 
deposit holders.  Our next issue of Bancology will 
extend this research and examine how and why some 
markets have fostered more successful credit unions; 
and how in many markets credit unions have, in the 
wake of rampant consolidation of community banks, 
assumed the role of predominant local competitor.
	 The map above illustrates the composition of 
market leadership across the nation.  Leaders are 
tallied at the MSA level for metro areas and by county 
for non-metropolitan counties.  Thus, for example, 
because PNC holds the top deposit position in the 
Pittsburgh MSA overall, all 10 counties of the metro 
are coded in yellow, irrespective of whether PNC 
holds the largest share in each specific county in 
the MSA.  The “other regional bank” tier is defined 
by banks with 300 or more branches, other than 
the six specifically labeled larger banks; and the 
“super-community bank” tier is defined by banks with 
between 100 and 300 branches; leaving the “all other 
banks” tier at those with fewer than 100 branches.  


