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Locke & Herbert, New York, N.Y. (Charles T. Locke of counsel), for appellant.

Ferrari & Wallace, LLP, Melville, N.Y. (John R. O’Hanlon of counsel), for
respondent.

William R. Boccio, P.C., Mineola, N.Y. (Carole E. McCormick and James N.
Salvage, Jr., of counsel), for defendant All State Abstract Corp.

In an action, inter alia, for a judgment declaring that the plaintiff was not obligated to
pay the proceeds of a policy of life insurance, the plaintiff appeals (1), as limited by its brief, from
so much of an order of the Supreme Court, Nassau County (Skelos, J.), dated March 30, 2004, as,
upon granting the motion of the defendant Angela Wallace pursuant to CPLR 3211(a)(7) to dismiss
the complaint insofar as asserted against her, stated that the disclosure sought from her violated her
spousal privilege, and (2) from an order of the same court, also dated March 30, 2004.

ORDERED that the appeals are dismissed, without costs or disbursements.
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The Supreme Court granted the motion of the defendant Angela Wallace to dismiss
the complaint insofar as asserted against her on the ground that it failed to state a cause of action.
It also denied the plaintiff’s motion to compel her testimony with regard to aspects of her deceased
husband’s medical treatments and personal affairs “[in] light of the court’s decision granting [her]
motion dismissing the complaint as against her.”  The plaintiff, as limited by its brief, does not
challenge the propriety of the orders on appeal. Rather, it only challenges a statement made by the
Supreme Court in a portion of the decision granting the motion to dismiss, to wit, that the plaintiff’s
”efforts to compel Ms. Wallace’s testimony in violation of her spousal privilege is denied.” Since no
appeal lies from dicta, the appeals must be dismissed (see Schuster v Schweitzer, 203 AD2d 552; see
also Matter of Lake Grove Partners, LLC v Middleton, 29 AD3d 794; Edge Mgmt. Consulting v
Irmas, 306 AD2d 69; Matter of Khatib v Liverpool Cent. School Dist., 244 AD2d 957, 957-958).

ADAMS, J.P., RITTER, MASTRO and SPOLZINO, JJ., concur.

ENTER:

James Edward Pelzer
Clerk of the Court


