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Defendants-counterplaintiffs move to dismiss this declaratory judgment action for lack of
diversity jurisdiction or improper venue, or, alternatively, to transfer the case to the Western District
of Texas for the convenience of the parties and witnesses. The court denies the motions.

I

Plaintiff-counterdefendant Bank One, N.A. (“Bank One”), a national banking association, sues
defendants Euro-Alamo Investments, Inc. and Euro-Alamo Management, Inc. seeking a declaratory
judgment concerning several disputed issues of contract interpretation in connection with Bank One’s
attempted renewal of an office lease for the Alamo National Building located in San Antonio, Texas.
Defendants counterclaim for declaratory judgments regarding related lease renewal issues. Bank One
invokes this court’s subject matter jurisdiction based on diversity of citizenship, contending it is a
citizen of Illinois based on the location of its principal place of business, and that defendants are
citizens of Texas because it is the state of their incorporation and of their principal places of business.

Defendants move to dismiss under Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(b)(1) for lack of subject matter
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jurisdiction, contending that Bank One is a citizen of Texas under 28 U.S.C. § 1348 because it has
a branch office located in Texas. Defendants separately move to dismiss under 28 U.S.C. § 1406(a)
for improper venue, arguing that all or a substantial part of the events giving rise to this action
occurred in the Western District of Texas. They move in the alternative to transfer the case to the
Western District of Texas under 28 U.S.C. § 1404(a) for the convenience of the parties and
witnesses.
II

Section 1348 prescribes the citizenship of a national banking association. It provides, in
pertinent part, that “[a]ll national banking associations shall, for the purposes of all other actions by
or against them, be deemed citizens of the States in which they are respectively located.” (emphasis
added). There is a split of authority on the question whether a national banking association is a
citizen for diversity purposes only of the state where its principal place of business is located or is a
citizen of each state in which it has a branch. Defendants rely on a line of cases that starts with
Connecticut National Bank v. Iacono, 785 F.Supp. 30 (D. R.I. 1992), and holds that citizenship is
based on each state in which a branch of the national banking association is located; Bank One cites
the other line, which includes the Seventh Circuit’s decision in Firstar Bank, N.A. v. Faul, 253 F.3d
982 (7th Cir. 2001), and a decision of a Fifth Circuit district court in Baker v. First Am. Nat’l Bank,
111 F.Supp. 2d 799 (W.D. La. 2000), and adheres to the narrower view that a national banking
association is located only in the state of its principal place of business. The court agrees with the
well-reasoned Firstar Bank-line and therefore holds that Bank One is a citizen only of Illinois because
that is the state ofits principal place of business. Because the parties are diverse citizens, defendants’

motion to dismiss for lack of subject matter jurisdiction is denied.
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