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MIt;.O (Rev.2/071 Prisoner ely!! Rights Compl~int 

Case: 2:07-cv-14644 
Assigned To; Taylor, Anna Dig s 
R.eferral JUdge; Binder, Charle~ E 
FIled; 10·30·2007 At 12:46 PM rRIS 

COBBS V PRAMSTAlLER, ET Al (EW 

PRISONER CIVIL RIGHTS COMPLAINT 

This form i. /or U$& by sta!" prisone", fliing under 42 U.S. C. § 1983 and federal prison.", filing pursuant to Bivens v. Six Unknown 
Nomad Agents of FOderol\8uroau DfNarcotics, 403 U.S. 388 (1971). 

DALLAS COBBS 

Place of Conllnement 
RYAN CORRECTIONAL FACILITY 

Streot 17600 Ryan Rd City 
Detroit, MI 

Artl there additional plalnttfls? Dyes 10 No 

Zip Code 
48212 

If Y.', MY additional plaintiff. k> thl$ aetlan should b. fisted 0/1 a separate 8W x 11· sheet of papar and sacufllIly 
attached to tho back of tl1ls complaint. You must provide names. prisoner numb.", and addresus:fiill'all plalatlffs. 

SEE ATTACHED COMPLAINT 

SIr •• tIP.O. Box City SIaIe ZIp Cod. 

Are you suing this defendant in hl&/her: o Official 

Are you suing m('Jro than one d.fendant? ){:)(Yes CI No 

If yas, .ny add/UonBI defendants to this action shoUld bel/sted on a separate 8W x 11" she"t of paper and securely 
attached to tho back oflh/s compIBlnt You must erovld. tholr n.mas, Dosltlons, "u""nt addru •• s .nd tho capacity 
(pOfliona/, offlC/@' or both! I!l which l(9u all! suing them. 5 E E 

ATTACHED COMPLAINT 

1 

t5 
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I. PREVIOUS LAWSUITS 

Have you flied any other lawsuits in state or federal court relating to your 
imprisonment? 

DYes !Q(No 

If "Yes," complete the following section. If "No," proceed to Part II. 

Please list all prior civil actions or appeals that you have filed in federal court 
while you have been incarcerated. 

DOCKet or Case Number: 

Name of Court: 

Partl .... (Caption or Name of Ca"): 

... 

Disposition: 

Docket or Case Number: 

Name of Court: 

Partie. (Caption or Name of Coso): 

Disposition; 

.... " ...... ~, ... "" 

Docket or Case Number: 

Nam. Qf Court: 

Parties (Caption or Name of Ca,.): 

Disposition: 

Any additional civil actions should be listed on a separate sheet of 8U" x11" 
paper and securely attached to the back of this complaint. 

2 
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I I 

II. STATEMENT OF FACTS 

State here, as briefly as possible, the facts of your case. Describe how each 
defendant is involved. Include the names of other people, dates and places involved in 
the incident. Do not give any legal arguments or cite any cases or statutes. If you intend 
to allege several related claims, number and set forth each claim on a separate 8%" x 
11" sheet of paper and securely attach the papers to the back of this complaint. 

II 

SEE ATTACHED COMPLAINT 

III. RELIEF 

State briefly and exactly what you want the Court to do for you. 

SEE ATTACHED COMPLAINT 

I declare (or certify, verify, or state) under penalty of perjury that the 
foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed (signed) on tJ~ ). ~.;k/ (j 7 (date). 

3 



Case 2:07-cv-14644-ADT-CEB     Document 1      Filed 10/30/2007     Page 4 of 15

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
EASTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN 

DALUIS CORBS, 
Plaintiff, 

v 

GEORGE J. PRAMSTALLER, JOHN DOE #1, 
JOHN DOE #2, JOHN DOE .jt3, et al, 
JOHN DOES, Bureau of Health Cere 
5ervices, Medical 5ervices Advisory 
Committee, 

Defendants./ 

COMPLAINT 

JURY TRIAL DEMANDED 

Case: 2:07-cv-14644 
Assigned To: Taylor, Anna Diggs 
Referral Judge: Binder, Charles E 
Flied: 10·30·2007 At 12 :46 PM 
PRIS COBBS V PRAIIIISTALLER, ET AL (EW 
) 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

This is .. civil rights action filed by Dallas Gabbs, a state 

prisoner, for damagee end injunctive relief under 42 U.S.C. §19A3, 

alleging deniol of m~dical care in violation o' the Eighth Amendment 

to the United States Constitution. 

JURISDICTION 

1. The court has jurisdiction aver the plaintiffs' claims of 

violation of federal conatitutional rights under 42 U.S.C. §§1331(.) 

end 1 3t.3. 

PARTIES 

2. Plaintiff, Dalla" Cobb., ,,88 in~"rC6rat~d at Ryan C.orJ:~c;ti"nal 

Facility, 17600 Ryan Rd, Detroit, MI 48212 during the events 

described in this complaint. 

3. De'endent George J. pramstaller is the Chief Medical Of.icer of 

the Michigan Dmpartment of Corrections' (MDOC) Bureau of Health Cere 

Services (SHeS). He is sued in his individual and official capacity. 

4. Defendant John Doe *1 is a member of the Medical S"rvice" 

Advi50ry Committes (MSAC). Hi! is sued in his i.ndividual and official 
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r;apacity. 

5. Defendant John Doe #2 i~ a member of the M5AC. He is sued in his 

individual ond offioia1 capacity. 

6. Defendant John Doe #3 is a member of the MSAC. He is sued in his 

individual and official capacity. 

7. All of the defendants have acted, and continue to act, under 

color of state law at all times relevant to thi9 complaint. 

,ACTS 

B. On July 27, 2004, plaintiff wa. taken to DUane L. Wat~r8 H09pit~1 

for a clinic consultation with Dr. Ghulam Dastgir for pre-approval 

for scans of th~ right and left eye ss wsl1 as cataract extr~ctian 

with len8 implants in both eye;;, ~"ith the right eye to be done 

Hnt. 

9. Plilintiff we. t8ken to Parkside Eye Clinio end underwent ocans 

for bnth sye8 nn August 23, 2004 and signed a consent for cataract 

extraction with lens implant in both eyes. 

ill. On August 31, 2004, plaintiff was taken to DUane ·L. ~.Isters 

Hospital one day after having cataract 8xtraction with lenB implant 

to hie right eye. Dr. Da~tgir's treatment plan woe to have plainti" 

brought back to the Blake Woods Surgery Center 'or catara~t 

extr~ction with lena implent in the left eye a~ scheduled. 

11. On October 7, 2004, Ryan physician Dr. Piper made a request to 

ophthalmology stating that pl~intif' wes to be retUrned to have a 

cataract procedure done on his left eya, citing the diction of D~. 

Destgir. 

12. The request W89 denied on 

consisting of John Doe #1, John 

October 

Doe #2, 

26, 2004 by the MSAC, 

:John D.:le #3, e't "1 .. lohn 



Case 2:07-cv-14644-ADT-CEB     Document 1      Filed 10/30/2007     Page 6 of 15

13. On Navemb"r 29, 2004, plaint.iff sent a health care requeet to 

the facility's Health Service9(hereaft~r HIS), reque~ting 

information ss to why he hadn't received the cataract 5Urg~ry for 

hia left eye. 

14. A rS6ponse dated December 1, 2005 was sent atating that "per MSP 

surgery not approved by eMS". 

15. On December 8, 2004 plaintiff filed a grievance again~t His to 

find out why he hadn't received the surgery. 

16. The respon99 deted February 4, 2005 ""'6 that althO'.Jgh the 

treatment plan was for cataract extraction with lens implant to th8 

left eye, tho MSAC, consisting of John Doe #1, John Doe '2, John Doa 

'3, et al. John Does, did not spprova the surgery. 

17. On or about January 17, 2005, platnti ff filed Ii Step Xl 

grievanr.~ appealing th~ Step I. 

1 B. Th" response dated January 2fl, 2005 WaS that surgery was not 

approvod by the MSAC, o;;onijisting of John Doe 1/1, John Doe 1f2, John 

Doe #3, et al. John Doe •. 

19. On or about February 7, 2005 plaintiff filed a Step III 

grievan~e ap~ealing the Step II. 

20. On Mar~h 17. 2005 the responS8 was that although " ""cond 

cataract surgery hed b~"n approved, the approval was ,-"viewed and 

rescinded by the MSAC, consisting of John Doe #1, John Doe #2, John 

Doe #3, at al. John Does. 

21. The denial of c:atarect eurgery by the MSAC, consi9ting of John 

Doe #1, John Doe #2, John Doe #3, et al, John DIHi$. consitutl'ld 

deliberate indifference to hin serious medical needs in violation of 

-3 
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the Eighth Amendment to the United States Constitution. 

22. Plaintiff sent a haalth care request to HiS on March 17,2nn5 to 

s"e the optometrist for new glasses bacausg his vision had changed 

due to the cataract on his left eye. 

23. Plaintiff ~Ja8 "e9n by optornehht, Dr. McGraf on r1ay 10,2005 

but loBS unable to get new 

left eye. Dr. Mc:Graf made 

possible surg~ry. 

glass"s because of the cat~ract on 

a requaet for cataract evaluation 

hin 

and 

24. On Mey 31, 2005 that requ •• t was dlnimd by th~ MSAC, consisting 

of John 008 111, John Do~ #2, John Doe #3, at "1. John Ooeo;. 

25. On Junm B, 200:' plaintiff sent a health cera request to HiS 

concerning new glasses and the cataract. 

26. On Jun~ 21;, 20G5 plaintiff filed e Step I grhvanc:1'! ahout rll'!"' 

glasses and the cataract Gurgary. 

27. A r"span"" dated July 15, 2005 was that the surgery We" not 

approvod and that plaintiff was to be ev~luated in 6~12 months by 

the optametri8t. 

28. Pl~intiff sent a health care request to HIS on November 2, 2005 

a.king when he would see the optometrist. 

29. A reply dated tJovemher 3,2005 stated that he .Ias an th~ 

appointment list. 

3n. On or eblHlt December 14, 2005 Dr. McGraf made another request 

for the surgery stating ·Cataract surgery needed. No view of retina 

of left eye possible. Patient has al5c walked into objocts on left 
side. II 

31. The MSAC, conshting of John Doe 1/1, John Doe #2, John DOli! 1!3, 

-4-
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et HI. John Does denied the request on December 27, 2005. 

32. 0 n Jan U il r y 11, 200 Ii Dr. M c G r a f r e que s ted a f 011 [) (~-I,j p, ~ i ti n 9 

gleucoma as a riSk. 

33. On at about February 1, 2006, plaintiff was examined by Dr. 

MeGref. He wrote a request to approve cataract surgery, ci.ting 

glaucoma as a risk factor. 

34. The request was denied on f1arch 15, 2U06 by the M8AC, consisting 

of John Doe #1, John Doe #2, John Doe #3, et al. Jahn Doe •. 

35. Dr. McGraf made a ~urgery requnst to prevent secondary glaucoma. 

36. Th~t request was denied by the M5AC, consisting of John Doe #1, 

John Doe '2, John D08 #3, .t 01. John Does on April 3, 2006. 

37. On April 17, 2006, Dr, McGraf made another sta'gery request 

citing a risk of glaucoma. 

38. That request waG denied on May 9, 2006 by thp. MSAC, consisting 

of John Doe #1, John Doe #2, John Doc #3, et al. John Doss. 

39. On April 25, 2006, the MSnC, consisting of John Doe #1, John Doe 

#2, John Doe '3, et ~l. John DO"5, denied an appelll for cataract 
surglllry, 

40. On May 27, 2006 phintiff sent a health cere request to HiS 

because h. could no longer see out of his left ~ye and .~quested to 

be examined by Dr. Piper. 

41. An answer dated May 30, 2006 instructed plaintiff to "J~tch the< 

call-out for the eye clinic. 

42. On June 21, 2006 plaintiff aent a health cere request to HiS to 

S!Ul Dr. Piper, 

-5-
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43. An appointment 1,la9 m~de for July 26, 2006. 

44. On July 16. 2006 phintiff sent a health care request to HIS 

stating he had no vision in his left eye and that he nS'Jded 

Imm~diat~ attention. 

45. A July 27, 2006 appointment w •• made for th~ eye clinic and far 

him to w.t~h the call-out. 

46. On July 27, 2006. Dr. Piper requested fallow-up to ophthalmology 

noting the deterioration in pl~intiff'e vielon. 

47. On Augu~t 8, 2006 Dr. Piper wrote comments on a Ct1S Decision 

Form that ~ccol.'ding to thE! optometrist, pl~intiff's viaion in hie 

left ey" had significantly d"t~rior~ted, 

1+8. On August 25, 2006 Dr. Cook examined plaintiff, requeeted 

surgery, and alsa st.ted thet plaintiff needed to wear a patch on 

hie left Bye to function. 

49. Plaintiff sent" health care request to HiS on October 26, 2006 

because the strain on hia right aye was causing him blurred villan, 

headaches, dizzin85G, and lams of balance. 

50. The response dated Novll!mb'H 2, 2006 waG stamped "OPTOMETRV 

LIST". 

51. On Octob~r 29, 2006 plaintiff filed a step I grievance 

explaining that the optometrist keeps making surgery requests for 

plaintiff Is left eye and that eMS, end the MSAC, conei~ting of John 

Doe #1, John 008 j~2, John Doe #3, at 81, John D08s, continues to 

d~ny the surgery. 

52. Plnintiff did not receive ~ response to Step I. 

-6-
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53. Plaintiff filed a Stop II gri~vmnce appeal on November 3D, 2006 

repeating the Step I claim. 

54. The reeponse dated April 27, 2007 referred to the non-approval 

by the MSAC, c~n"i8ting 0' John Doe if1, Jahn Doe #2, John DOQ if3, et 

«1. JoiHl Does. 

55. On December 13, 2UU6, Or. MeGrsf requested that plaintiff be 

evaluated and that catarmct surgery be orderad. 

56. The request was denied on March 7, 2007 by the M5AC, consisting 

of :John Doe #1, Jot," Do~ #2, John Do~ j/3, et al. John Does. 

57. On or sbout Janu~ry 15, 2007, plaintiff filed a Step III appeal 

stating th~ claims contained in Step I & II. 

58. After pl~intiff exhausted hie 

MSAC, cDnslotin!l ~f John Doe #1, 

etate remedies, th~ failure of the 

John D~e #2, John Doe #3, at a1. 

John ODes, to approve cataract surgery cDnatituted deliberate 

indifference to his serioum medical needs, In viCll~tiDn of the 

Eighth Amendment to the Unitmd States Constitution. 

59. On D~c8mber 13, 20D6, Dr. Mc:Graf requested that plaintiff be 

evaluated and that cataract surgery be ordered. 

60. 

27, 

Plaintiff wrote the 

20tl7 in an attempt 

grievance. 

Diractor's Office of the MDDC on F~bruary 

to t!xp~dite a reBpon~" to hi" Step III 

61. ThAt offics sent a letter dated April 3, 2007 stating that the 

grievance would be returned as socn as it was feasible, 

62. Plaintiff nnt a health care request to HiS On April 21, 2007 

complaining of double vision in his right eye. 

63, An answer dated April 26, 2007 waB returned stamped "OPTOMETRY 

-7-
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LIST". 

64. Plaintiff wrote a lett~r dated May 21. 2007 to the MDOC 

Director's Offi~n explaining that per MDDe policy, the total process 

from filing a Step I grievance to providing a Step III r~lpon5e was 

gO day. unles5 an extension had beEn granted. No extension was ever 

granted. 

65. On J~Jly 29, 2007, phint.iff wrote the MDDe '8 grievance lInd 

appeals ~8ctitlM, ngain ~itlng MDOe policy ~nd requesting an 

expeditiOL'1 raspon~B. 

66. On September 10, 2007, plaintiff received a step III response 

affirming ths responses given in Step I and II. 

67. On September 2B, 2007, plaintiff sent a health cara request to 

HiS complaining of severs headaches, dizziness, and blurred vision. 

68. He Id3S given a October 5, 20n7 appointment to SBS the hUI'Slo. 

69. On Octob,,,,, 5,2007, plaintiff 8aw ~1s. Butts, R.N. 5110 told 

plaintiff that his medical record indicated that a request for an 

off-sight visit to ophthalmology w~s made by Dr. McGraf in March but 

I.a" not authorized. She further >laid that there u's" nothing she 

could do Rbout plaintiff's ~ye strain and scheduled him to se~ the 

doctor an Octobsr 29, 2007. 

70. The defendants had knowledge that the plaintiff faced a risk of 

glaucoma without the surgsry end failed to provide, or caUSB others 

to provide tr~atment, d8spite thBir knowledge of ~ oUbstantial risk 

of a.rioue harm. Their failure to do 10 is the proximate causm of 

plaintiff's pain and Buffering, and haG caused him great emotional 

distrsEH5. 

71. On information snd belief, if the plaintiff is not promptly 

provided with cataract surgery as directed by Dr. Dastgir, he riroks 

8-
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p8rm~nent damage to his left ~ye. 

CLAIr~ FOR RELIEF 

1. The failure ~f defendent Goorge J. Pramstallor to approve ond to 

provide plaintiff with cataract surgery and to follow the pr8~crib8d 

treatment plan of Dr. Dastgir. constitutas deliberate l.ndif1'erencfil 

to the plaintiff's serious medical n6sds in violaticn of the Eighth 

Amendment to the United 5tates Constitution. 

2. ThO! failure of defendant John Doe 111 to apprc]VE! anrJ to provide 

plaintiff with oataract surgery and to follow the prescribed 

treatmont plan of Dr. Dastgir, constitutes deliberate indiffer8nc~ 

to plaintiff's serious m~di"al np.8ds 1n violation of tho E;ighth 

Amendment to the United States Constitution. 

3. The failure of d~f8ndant John Doe '2, to epprove and to provid~ 

plaintiff with cataract surgery constituted deliberate indiffer=ncB 

to the plaintiff'. serious medical neede in violation of the Eighth 

Amendment to the United Status Constitution. 

4. The failure of defendant John Doe #3, to approve and to provide 

plaintiff with cataract lurgery constituted deliberate indifference 

to the p18intiff's seriaul medicil needs in violltion of the Eighth 

Amendment to ths United State8 Constitution. 

5, The failure of ",11 

concert, to approve and 

deliberate indifferenco 

of the defendants, individually. and in 

provide the cataract surgery constituted 

to plaintiff's 38!':i,.OLJ3 medical nE;lsdG anrl 

8ubjsctsd him to thm wanton and unnmcesssry infliction of nain and 

8uff~ring, in violation of the Eighth Amendment to th8 Unit.d Stltea 

Constitution, 

6. As a dj"rect end prdxi.mate r!)Gult of the denial of o;atarsct 

surgery. plaintiff Guffers from intense hr:;!adache~ 1 dizzine::L.:; t 

blurred vision in hi. right eys resulting fram strain, loss of depth 

-9-
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p~r~.ption, and lOIs of p~rinheral vi.iDn on hi. left !id~. 

Plaintiff must now wsar an aye patoh ovsr his left ayre in urd~E to 

facus the vision in hil right eye and is blind en his left aida. 

7. The failure of all of the de'endant. to approve and to prDvide 

the needed cataract 5urgary continues to subject plaintiff to pain 

and luffering, Ilong with humiliation, m~ntal and emotional anguish, 

and "nxiety. 

RELIEF REqUESTED 

luHEREFORE, plaintiff request. that thh Court grant the 
following relief: 

A. 16su~ n decl~r6tory judgement ~tating that: 

1. The f~ilure of all gf the defendants to fol1o~1 tho 

Examination and treatm€nt plan of Dr. Dastgir by denying plaintiff 

the cetar8ct 8urg"ry, constituted deliber8te indifference to his 

serious medical nonds in violation of tho Eighth Am~ndment to the 

Unitnd States Constitution, 

B. IS~\le an injunction ordering defendants or their agents to: 

1. Immediately arrange for plainti'f to reemius catlract 

murgery with lEn. implant to the left eye. 

2. Immediately ~rtmnge for th~ plaintiff's need for any other 

follow-up trsatment anrJ evaluatiDn by a medical practitioner with 

Bxpertise in the tr~atment in re~toring his vision. 

C, Awa~d compenoatory damagsm to the plaintiff aglinGt thlDe 

defendants for physical and emotional injuriaa sustain~d as e re.ult 

0' th8ir violating hie constitutionsl rights. 

D. Award punitive damageD againat the defendants. 

-1 [J-
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E. Grent such othar reliaf that thiA Honorable Caurt may deem, or, 

as it may appeAr that the plaintiff is entitled. 

Octob,n 24, 2007 

-11 -

d~S~ 
Dallae Cobbs #164276 
Ryan Carr. Facility 
176no Ryan Rd 
Detroit, MI 4B212 
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CIVIL COVER SHEET FOR PRISONER CASES 

Case No. 07-14644 Judge: Anna D199& Ta~lor Magistrate Judge: Charles E. Binder 

Name of 1" Listed Plaintiff/Petitioner: 

DALLAS COBBS 

Inmate Number: 164276 

Plaintiff/Petitioner's Attorney and Address Information: 

Correctional Facility: 
Ryan COlToctlonal Facility 

17600 Ryan Road 
Detroit. MI48212 
WAYNE COUNTY 

BASIS OF JURISDICTION 
Cl 2 U.S. Government Defendant 
IliJ 3 Federal Question 

NATURE OF SUIT 
[li 530 Habeas Corpus 
n 540 Mandamus 
11!1 550 Civil Rights 
o 555 Prison Conditions 

PURSUANT TO LOCAL RULE 83.11 

1, Is this a case that has been previously dismissed? 
C Yes ~ No 

> If yes, give the following information: 

Name of 1" Listed Defendant/Respondent: 

GEORGE PRAMSTALLER, ET AL 

Additional Information: 

ORIGIN 
l1li1 Original Proceeding 
o 5 Transferred from Another District Court 
C Other: 

FEE STATUS 
I!I' IFP In Forma Pauperis 
C PO Paid 

Court: ______________________________________________________________ _ 

Case No: __________________________________________________________________ __ 

Judge: ________________________________________________________________ __ 

2. Other than stated above, are there any pending or previously discontinued or dismissed companion cases in this or any 
other court, Including state court? (Companion cases are matters in which it appears sUbstantially similar evidence will 
be offered or the same or related parties are present and the cases arise out of the same transaction or occurrence.) 

[:, Yes !81 No 
> If yes, give the following information: 

Court: ________________________________________________________________ ___ 

Case No: __________________________________________________________________ __ 
Judge: ____________________________________________________________ ___ 
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