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Sarah Jenkins Horton appeals the district court’s rejection
of her contention that for purposes of its diversity
jurisdiction, a national bank is a citizen of each and every
state in which it has a branch. W affirm

I

The facts underlying this dispute involve a retail
install ment contract for the purchase of a vehicle by Horton. 1In
2002, Horton filed suit against Bank One in Texas state court

al l eging violations of several consuner-protection-type statutes



and asserting several common-law clains. |n February 2003,
Horton sent a settlenent offer to Bank One. This offer put Bank
One on notice for the first tinme that the anmount in controversy
exceeded $75,000. Bank One i medi ately renmoved the case to
federal district court. Horton noved to remand argui ng that
there was no federal jurisdiction because conplete diversity of
citizenship was |acking. Horton reasoned that, because Bank One
had branches in Texas, it was “located” in Texas and was thus a
citizen of Texas. After rejecting Horton’s reasoni ng and denyi ng
Horton’s notion to remand, the district court granted her notion
to certify the order for interlocutory appeal and we granted
| eave to appeal. The specific issue certified for this appeal is
whet her national banki ng associations are citizens of every state
in which they have a branch.
|1

We have jurisdiction! and we review de novo the district
court’s finding of jurisdiction.?

28 U.S.C. 8§ 1348 provides that for purposes of diversity
jurisdiction, “[a]ll national banking associations shall . . . be
deened citizens of the States in which they are respectively

| ocated.” We nust decide the neaning of “located.” Horton

1 See 28 U.S.C. § 1292(b).

2 Union Planters Bank Nat’'l Ass'n v. Salih, 369 F.3d 457, 460
(5th Cir. 2004).



argues that Bank One is a citizen Texas because it has branches
in Texas, while Bank One clains that it is a citizen only of
Illinois - the state of its principal place of business and the
state listed in its organization certificate.

Until recently no circuit had addressed the neani ng of
“l ocated” in section 1348. Prior to 1992, the “unquestioned” and
“longstanding interpretation” was that “located” did not include
t he branches of a national bank.?3

From 1992 to 2001, the majority of district courts that
addressed this issue concluded that under section 1348, a
nati onal bank is a citizen of every state in which it has a
branch,* led by the District of Rhode Island’ s opinion in
Connecticut National Bank v. lacono.® Pointing to a Suprene
Court case in 1977 and changes in the |law invol ving nati onal
banks, the court in lacono decided to reexam ne the neani ng of
“l ocated,” even though a 1943 case “appear[ed] to have settled

the matter.”® A mnority of district courts, however, renmai ned

3 Baker v. First Am Nat’'l Bank, 111 F. Supp.2d 799, 800 (WD
La. 2000); see also Fin. Software Sys. v. First Union Nat’'l Bank,
84 F. Supp. 2d 594, 602 (E.D. Pa. 1999).

4 Firstar Bank, N A v. Faul, 253 F.3d 982, 985 (7th Cir.
2001) .

5 785 F. Supp. 30 (D.R 1. 1992).

6 1d. at 31-32.



unper suaded by lacono’s anal ysis and concl usion.’
In 2001, the Seventh Circuit in Firstar held that “for
pur poses of 28 U.S.C. 8§ 1348 a national bank is ‘located in, and
thus a citizen of, the state of its principal place of business
and the state listed in its organization certificate.”® Firstar
anal yzed the text, history, and purpose of section 1348 and its
predecessors. Wile no other circuit has yet ruled on this
i ssue, every district court that has since confronted it has
agreed with Firstar.?®
1]
We follow Firstar’s holding that a national bank is not
“l ocated” in, and thus not a citizen of, every state in which it
has a branch.
A
I n construi ng anot her provision containing “located,” the
Suprene Court recognized that “[t]here is no enduring rigidity

about the word ‘located.’”!® The | anguage of section 1348 is

" See, e.g., Fin. Software Sys., 84 F.Supp.2d at 602-07;
Baker, 111 F. Supp.2d at 800-01.

8 Firstar, 253 F.3d at 994.

® See, e.g., Adans v. Bank of Am, N A, 317 F.Supp.2d 935,
941-42 (S.D. lowa 2004); Evergreen Forest Prods. of Ga., LLC v.
Bank of Am, N A, 262 F. Supp.2d 1297, 1307 (M D. Ala. 2003); Bank
One, N A v. EBuro-Alano Invs., Inc., 211 F. Supp.2d 808, 810 (N. D
Tex. 2002) (agreeing with “well-reasoned Firstar Bank-line” of
cases).

10 Citizens & S. Nat’'l Bank v. Bougas, 98 S.Ct. 88, 93 (1977).
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t heref ore anbi guous, and this court “wll look to |egislative
history to clarify the purpose” of the statute.!

“When . . . judicial interpretations have settled the
meani ng of an existing statutory provision, repetition of the
sane | anguage in a new statute indicates, as a general matter,
the intent to incorporate its . . . judicial interpretations as
well.”% Further, “courts presune that Congress will use clear
| anguage if it intends to alter an established understandi ng
about what a |aw neans; if Congress fails to do so, courts
presunme that the new statute has the sane effect as the ol der
version. "

B

Firstar found that the history of section 1348 and its
predecessors nakes plain Congress’s intent to grant national
banks and state banks and corporations equal access to diversity
jurisdiction. Wen national banks were first created in 1863,

federal courts had jurisdiction over any suit involving a

1 United Servs. Auto. Ass'n v. Perry, 102 F.3d 144, 149 (5th
Cr. 1996) (per curian.

12 Bragdon v. Abbott, 118 S.Ct. 2196, 2208 (1998).

3 Firstar, 253 F.3d at 988 (citing Cotton Sav. Ass'n V.
Commir, 111 S. . 1503, 1508-09 (1991) (stating that by leaving a
statute “undi sturbed t hrough subsequent reenactnents of the [Act],”
the Court “may presune that Congress intended to codify [the
related] principles” represented by the Court’s contenporary
deci sions)).

4 Firstar, 253 F.3d at 988.



nati onal bank.® |n 1864, Congress added that any such case
could al so be brought in state court.?®

In 1882, however, Congress trinmmed federal jurisdiction over
cases involving national banks:

[ T]he jurisdiction for suits hereafter brought by or agai nst
any associ ation established under any | aw providing for

nat i onal - banki ng associ ati ons, except suits between them and
the United States, or its officers and agents, shall be the
sane as, and not other than, the jurisdiction for suits by
or agai nst banks not organi zed under any |aw of the United
States which do or m ght do banki ng busi ness where such

nat i onal - banki ng associ ati ons nmay be doi ng busi ness when
such suits may be begun . . . .Y

The apparent purpose of the 1882 statute was to “elimnate
automatic federal question jurisdiction over all cases involving
nati onal banks.”'® |n 1887, Congress superseded the 1882 Act and
first used the phrase that appears today in section 1348. The
1887 Act procl ai ned:
[A]l'l national banking associations established under the
|aws of the United States shall, for the purposes of al
actions by or against them real, personal, or m xed, and
all suits in equity, be deened citizens of the States in
whi ch they are respectively located; and in such cases the

circuit and district courts shall not have jurisdiction
ot her than such as they would have in cases between

%% 1d. at 986 (citing Petri v. Commercial Nat’'l Bank of
Chicago, 12 S.Ct. 325, 326 (1892)).

% pPetri, 12 S.Ct. at 326.

7 Act of July 12, 1882, ch. 290, 8§ 4, 22 Stat. 162, 163
(enphasi s added).

8 Fin. Software Sys., 84 F.Supp.2d at 600 (citing Leather
Mrs.’” Nat’l Bank v. Cooper, 7 S.C. 777, 778 (1887)).

6



i ndi vidual citizens of the sane State.'®

The Suprenme Court has concluded that the objective of the
1882 and 1887 Acts was to create jurisdictional parity between
nati onal banks on the one hand and state banks and corporations
on the other. Interpreting the 1882 Act, the Suprene Court
observed that it “was evidently intended to put national banks on
the sanme footing as the banks of the state where they were
| ocated for all the purposes of the jurisdiction of the courts of
the United States.”?° For jurisdictional purposes, a nationa
bank was placed “before the law . . . the sane as a bank not
organi zed under the laws of the United States.”?

In the Judicial Code of 1911, Congress changed the structure
of the jurisdictional provision of the 1887 Act, but retained its
| anguage regarding citizenship.? The design of the change was

merely “to make the purpose of the re-enacted statute clearer”

19 Act of March 3, 1887, ch. 373, 8 4, 24 Stat. 552, 554-55
(enphasi s added).

20 Leather Mrs.’ Nat’'l Bank, 7 S.Ct. at 778 (enphasi s added).

21 1d.; see also Mercantile Nat’|l Bank v. Langdeau, 83 S. Ct
520, 526 (1963) (“Section 4 [of the 1882 Act] apparently sought to
limt, with exceptions, the access of national banks to, and their
suability in, the federal courts to the sane extent to which non-
national banks are so limted.” (enphasis added)); Petri, 12 S.C
at 327 (“No reason is perceived why it should be held that congress
i nt ended t hat nati onal banks should not resort to federal tribunals
as ot her corporations and individual citizens mght.”).

22 Fin. Software Sys., 84 F.Supp.2d at 600.
7



rather than to make a fundanental change.? Finally, in 1948
Congress anended the Judicial Code and enacted section 1348 in
its present form %

It is then plain that Congress enacted section 1348 agai nst
a backdrop of equal access to the federal courts for national
banks, state banks, and corporations. Because section 1348 does
not have any | anguage nodifying or rejecting the interpretive
understanding that canme with its predecessors, this court should
presunme that Congress intended to retain and incorporate the
existing interpretive backdrop.?® It follows that we should read
section 1348 as retaining its objective of jurisdictional parity
for national banks vis-a-vis state banks and corporations.

C

We are persuaded that this goal of jurisdictional parity is
best served by interpreting “located” as referring to a national
bank’ s principal place of business as well as the state specified

in the bank’s articles of association.? Since a state bank

2 Herrmann v. Edwards, 35 S.Ct. 839, 842 (1915). See al so Am
Sur. Co. v. Bank of Ca., 133 F.2d 160, 161-62 (9th G r. 1943)
(holding national bank with branch in Oregon was not citizen
thereof for diversity purposes under predecessor of section 1348).

24 See Act of June 25, 1948, ch. 646, 62 Stat. 933.

25 See Bragdon, 118 S.Ct. at 2208; Cotton Sav. Ass’'n, 111 S. C
at 1508- 09.

26 Firstar held that a national bank is located in, and
therefore a citizen of, the state of its principal place of
business and the state listed in its organization certificate.

8



under 28 U. S.C. 8 1332(c)(1), may be a citizen of no nore than
two states - the state where its principal place of business is
| ocated and its state of incorporation - maintaining
jurisdictional parity between a national and state bank requires
that the national bank have no nore than two possible states of
citizenship.?

Horton’s position - that the national bank would be | ocated
in, and therefore a citizen of, each state in which it has a

branch - would restrict a national bank’s access to federal court

Firstar, 253 F.3d at 994. The OCC filed an amcus brief in
Firstar, as it has in this case. |d. at 984. Followi ng Firstar,
the OCC issued an interpretive letter reaffirmng its support of
“the interpretation of the statute and fundanental reasoning” of
the Firstar court. OCC Interpretive Letter No. 952, 2002 W
32072482, at *4 (Cct. 23, 2002).

The OCC, however, indicated that Firstar’'s “use of the state
listed in the organi zation certificate as the analogue to the state
of incorporation was inconplete” and that a nore thorough
articulation of the position would be that “a national bank is a
citizen of the state in which its principal place of business is
| ocated and of the state that was originally designated in its

organi zation certificate and articles of association or . . . the
state to which that designation has been changed under other
authority.” Id.

In a recent case construing section 1348, a district court
hel d “that a national bank is ‘located’” in, and thus a citizen of,
the state of its principal place of business and the state |isted
in its nost recent articles of association.” Evergreen, 262
F. Supp. 2d at 1307.

Wiile the OCC s position and Evergreen do represent a nore
conplete holding than that in Firstar, because Illinois is the
state of Bank One’s principal place of business, the state |isted
on its organization certificate, and the state listed in its nbst
recent articles of association, it is not necessary to decide
whet her to use the “organi zation certificate” test or the “articles
of associ ation” test.

2T Firstar, 253 F.3d at 993; Evergreen, 262 F. Supp.2d at 1307.
9



under diversity jurisdiction, without simlarly restricting a
st at e bank.
D

Horton accepts that parity was intended, but offers a quite
different view of what that parity is. Horton argues that Bank
One does not seek the parity that Congress intended to achieve
with the 1882 and 1887 Acts. Horton points to Mercantile
Nat i onal Bank v. Langdeau, deciding venue in state courts for
suits agai nst national banks.? |n determ ning whether the
jurisdictional provisions of the 1882 Act had inplicitly repeal ed
an earlier venue provision, the Suprene Court expl ai ned that
“[s]ection 4 apparently sought to limt, with exceptions, the
access of national banks to, and their suability in, the federal
courts to the sane extent to which non-national banks are so
l[imted.”?® |n coming to this conclusion, the Court quoted from
t he Congressional Record:

The proviso to 8 4 of the 1882 Act first appeared as an

anmendnent offered on the floor of the House by

Represent ati ve Hammond, pursuant to the order of the

House fixing the assignnent of the bill HR 4167 as a

special order. See 13 Cong. Rec. 3900, 3901. M.

Hammond succinctly stated the purpose of his anmendnent

as follows: “My anendnent, therefore, declares that the

jurisdictional Iimts for and as to a national bank

shall be the sane as they would be in regard to a State

bank actually doing or which m ght be doing business by
its side; that they shall be one and the sane.” 13

28 83 S.Ct. at 521-22.
2 1d. at 526.
10



Cong. Rec., at 4049. M. Robinson then asked, “As |

understand the gentl eman’s proposed anendnent, it is

sinply to this effect, that a national bank doi ng

business within a certain State shall be subject for

all purposes of jurisdiction to precisely the sane

regulations to which a State bank, if organi zed there,

woul d be subject.” M. Hammond replied, “That is all.”

| bi d. *°

Horton argues that this quote fromthe Congressional Record
evi dences Congress’s intent to treat national banks as citizens
of the states in which they are “doing business,” so that
nati onal banks would have jurisdictional parity within a
particular state with the state banks chartered in that state.
“Doing business within a certain State,” according to Horton,
i ncl udes the national bank’s branches and would result in the
nati onal bank’s being treated as a citizen of each state where it
has a branch. Horton asserts that this approach achi eves the
parity Congress intended: a state bank organi zed in Texas, being
a Texas citizen, would not be able to invoke diversity
jurisdiction in a suit against a Texas citizen; hence, a national
bank | ocated or doing business in Texas, but presumably with its
princi pal place of business and organi zation certificate in
anot her state, should also not be able to invoke diversity
jurisdiction against a Texas citizen.

Horton’s reading of history is inconplete. At the tine of

the 1882 Act, indeed until 1927, national banks were not

30 |d. at 526 n.22 (enphasis added).
11



permtted to engage in branch banking - intrastate or
interstate.® Therefore, the statenent fromthe Congressional
Record is not evidence that “located,” or “doing business within
a certain State,” neans sonething nore than principal place of
busi ness: all national banks in 1882 were doing business only in
the state of their principal place of business.

Horton’s position also ignores the Suprenme Court’s
declarations that “[n]o reason is perceived why it should be held
t hat congress intended that national banks should not resort to
federal tribunals as other corporations” mght,3 and that “[a]
nati onal bank was by [the statute of 1882] placed before the | aw
[for purposes of federal jurisdiction] the sane as” non-nati onal
banks.®®* A national bank with its principal place of business
and organi zation certificate in Illinois could hardly be treated
the sanme before the law if a corporation fromlllinois with a
“branch” in Texas could get into federal court when sued by a
citizen of Texas while the national bank, also with a branch in
Texas, could not.

Finally, Horton’s position would |ead to a narrow concept of
“parity.” The national bank woul d enjoy access to diversity

jurisdiction only when sued by or suing a citizen of a state in

31 Bougas, 98 S.Ct. at 93; Fin. Software Sys., 84 F.Supp.2d at
601- 02.

2 Petri, 12 S.Ct. at 327.
33 Leather Mrs.’ Nat’'l Bank, 7 S.Ct. at 778.
12



whi ch the bank maintains no branch at all. Corporations and
state banks do not have such a limted access to federal court.
E

Firstar and other courts have addressed the argunents upon
whi ch the lacono court relied and expressly rejected lacono’s
reasoni ng and concl usion.? Horton does not attenpt to resurrect
any of these rejected |acono argunents, citing lacono only once -
to argue that lacono represents the majority view

| acono relied heavily on G tizens & Southern National Bank
v. Bougas,® in which the Suprenme Court read “located,” for
pur poses of a venue provision of the National Banking Act to
include the | ocation of the bank’s branches.* Bougas, however,
does not construe section 1348 and nerely points out in a
footnote, with no further coment, that section 1348 uses the
word “located.” Because “[v]enue is distinct from
jurisdiction,”?® and because Bougas expressly limts its opinion

to how the federal statute applied in determning state court

3 Firstar, 253 F.3d at 989-93; Fin. Software Sys., 84
F. Supp. 2d at 604- 07.

3 98 S.Ct. 88 (1977).

% lacono, 785 F. Supp. at 32-34 (stating that Bougas’s nention
of section 1348 suggested that the Suprenme Could would construe
“l ocated” in section 1348 as is had i n Bougas); Bougas, 98 S.Ct. at
89-94.

3" Driscoll v. New Ol eans Steanboat Co., 633 F.2d 1158, 1159
n.1 (5th Gir. 1981).
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venue, using Bougas to interpret “located” in a jurisdictional
statute is of questionably validity, if applicable at all.3®

| acono also failed to recognize that the provision
interpreted in Bougas was included in the National Banking Act, *
and that section 1348 is found in the Judicial Code and Judiciary
Act.*® This underm nes the rationale for using the venue
provi sion construed by Bougas to aid in the interpretation of a
jurisdictional statute, particularly when the sane word can have
di fferent nmeanings - even within the sane act.* Bougas itself
recogni zed that “[t]here is no enduring rigidity about the word
‘located,’” thus significantly weakening the interpretative
applicability of the sane word in a different act and in a
di fferent context.*

| acono made an erroneous inference froma 1982 anendnent to
t he venue provision.* Follow ng Bougas's holding that state

court venue for a national bank could be in any county in which

% Firstar, 253 F.3d at 989-91.

¥ 12 U S.C 8§ 21, et seq.

0 28 U S.C § 1, et seq.; see also Firstar, 253 F.3d at 990.

41 See Atl. Cleaners & Dyers v. United States, 52 S.Ct. 607
608-09 (1932) (“Most words have different shades of neaning, and
consequently may be variously construed, not only when they occur
in different statutes, but when used nore than once in the sane
statute or even in the sane section.”).

42 Bougas, 98 S.Ct. at 93.

43 See 12 U.S. C. § 94,

14



t he bank had a branch, Congress anended the rel evant venue
provision to limt venue to the location of the bank’s principal
pl ace of business.“* Congress, however, did not change section
1348 at that tine. This congressional inaction, according to
| acono, neant that Congress inplicitly approved of the Bougas
Court’s definition of “located” for purposes of section 1348. 4

However, “no basis exists for inferring that Congress
intended for ‘located” in 28 U S.C 8 1348 to be interpreted in
accord with Bougas.”* As Firstar observed, the venue and the
jurisdiction statutes for national banks are found in different
acts and serve distinct purposes.* Further, there had been no
cases prior to lacono in 1992 suggesting that a national bank was
a citizen of every state in which it had a branch. W are
unwi I ling to infer from Congress’s inaction with respect to
section 1348 any intent to accept the Bougas definition of
“l ocated.”

In lacono, the district court maintained that because
section 1348 used both “established” and “l ocated,” Congress nust

have intended for the two words to have different neanings.

“ Firstar, 253 F.3d at 992.

4 lacono, 785 F.Supp. at 33.

“ Firstar, 253 F.3d at 992.

471 d.

48 lacono, 785 F.Supp. at 33.
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The court then explained that this supported the hol ding that
“establ i shed” neant principal place of business while “l ocated”
nmeant where the bank had branches. #°

Whil e the lacono interpretation seens reasonable, it does
not take into account that when Congress enacted the predecessor
of section 1348, “established” and “l ocated” would have been
functionally equival ent for jurisdictional purposes because
nati onal banks had no branches.® As we have expl ai ned, nationa
banks were not permtted to have interstate branches at the tine
of the 1882 and 1887 Acts that serve as the backdrop for section
1348. It is then difficult to conclude that Congress intended
for the two words to have the different neanings that the |acono
court suggests. In any case, where it is not clear that the two
words were intended to have different neani ngs, “the words shoul d
reflect the congressional goal of jurisdictional parity with
state banks and corporations” rather than a neaning that
overrides this goal .5t

F

Horton makes a nunber of additional argunents, including the

followng: (1) Texas |law determ nes that Bank One is a Texas

domciliary, and thus a Texas citizen for diversity purposes; (2)

491 d.
50 See Fin. Software Sys., 84 F.Supp.2d at 604.
51 d.

16



since Firstar, the OCC has issued an interpretation of “l|ocated”
t hat supports Horton’s position; (3) certain sections in the
Nat i onal Banking Act use the term“located” to include |ocation
of branches; and (4) the Firstar result conflicts with Texas
consuner protection laws and is bad policy.

The parties dispute which, if any, of these were properly
rai sed before the district court. “[Alrgunents not raised in the
district court cannot be asserted for the first tine on
appeal . "% However, “an argunment is not waived on appeal if the
argunent on the issue before the district court was sufficient to
permt the district court to rule onit.”> Regardless of
whet her Horton sufficiently raised these additional argunents,
they are without nerit.

First, Horton argues that the Firstar analysis ignores state
law and its inpact on the scope of diversity jurisdiction and
does not account for federalismconcerns. Horton specifically
argues that under Texas |law, Bank One is a Texas domciliary and,
therefore, cannot be diverse. As the “determ nation of one’s
State Citizenship for diversity purposes is controlled by federal

law, not by the |aw of any State,” Texas |aw does not control

2 1nre Liljeberg Enters., Inc., 304 F.3d 410, 427 n.29 (5th
Cr. 2002).

%3] d.
17



her e. 5

Second, Horton clains that since the Firstar opinion, the
OCC has changed its position.® This argunent |acks nerit. The
Cor porat e Deci sion upon which Horton relies was issued prior to
an Interpretative Letter® that reaffirnmed OCC s agreenent with
Firstar. Furthernore, the Corporate Decision concerns the
| ocati on of national banks for purposes of nergers and does not
purport to interpret section 1348 - or even refer to it.

Third, Horton points to portions of the National Banking Act
t hat arguably deem a national bank to be | ocated wherever it has
branches; Horton contends that “located” in section 1348 nust
have the sanme neaning. The OCC readily concedes that “[f]or sone
statutes a national bank may . . . be located in states in which
it has branches.”® A “normal rule of statutory construction” is
that “identical words used in different parts of the sane act are
i ntended to have the sane neaning.”* This principle does not

apply here, however, because the statutes cited by Horton are

* Mas v. Perry, 489 F.2d 1396, 1399 (5th G r. 1974).

55 See OCC Corporate Decision No. 2001-29, 2001 W 1502558
(Sept. 28, 2001).

%6 See OCC Interpretative Letter No. 952, 2002 W 32072482
(Cct. 23, 2002).

5 1d. at *3 n.8.

8 @stafson v. Aloyd Co., 115 S. C. 1061, 1067 (1995)
(enphasi s added) (internal quotation marks and citations omtted).

18



fromthe National Banking Act while section 1348 is found in the
Judi ci al Code.®* This argunent also fails.

Finally, Horton argues that viewing “located” in a manner
that increases the scope of federal diversity jurisdiction nakes
Texas consuner protection renedies “difficult or renote.” The
rule, however, is that “[c]ontrol over the scope of diversity
jurisdiction rests with Congress,” and any related policy
determ nations are for Congress to nmake.® Relatedly, state |aw
does not determ ne the scope of federal diversity jurisdiction.®
Horton’s argunent is, therefore, unavailing.

|V

We construe section 1348 in light of Congress’s intent to
mai ntain jurisdictional parity between national banks on the one
hand and state banks and corporations on the other. W hold that
the definition of “located” is limted to the national bank’s
princi pal place of business and the state listed inits
organi zation certificate and its articles of association. This
results in a national bank’s having access to federal courts by
diversity jurisdiction to the sane extent as a simlarly situated
state bank or corporation. It follows that, under section 1348,

a national bank is not necessarily “located” in each and every

% Firstar, 253 F.3d at 990.

60 Bi anca v. Parke-Davis Pharm D v. of Warner-Lanbert Co., 723
F.2d 392, 396 & n.4 (5th Gr. 1984).

61 Mas, 489 F.2d at 1399.
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state in which it has a branch, and the district court did not
err in so hol ding.

AFFI RVED.

20



