UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF

ILLINOIS, EASTERN DIVISION

Richard N. v. Frank Bisignano, Commissioner of Social Security

Richard N. - No. 23 C 6338 - Decided February 13, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of Illinois reviewed an Administrative Law
Judge’s denial of disability benefits for the period from March 5, 2013, through August 11, 2015. The
court held that substantial evidence supported the residual functional capacity determination, including

the omission of additional bathroom-break limitations related to the plaintiff’s inflammatory bowel

disease, and that the ALJ’s subjective-symptom analysis was not patently wrong. The court granted the

Commissioner’s motion for summary judgment and denied the plaintiff’s request for remand.
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Plaintiff sought judicial review of an administrative decision denying
his applications for Disability Insurance Benefits and Supplemental
Security Income for specified periods. The parties filed cross-motions

for summary judgment.

The court reviews the ALIJ's decision for substantial evidence and will
not reweigh evidence, resolve evidentiary conflicts, determine
credibility, or substitute its judgment for the ALJ's. An ALIJ's
subjective-symptom determination will not be overturned unless it is

patently wrong.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the ALJ's residual functional capacity determination was supported by substantial evidence
despite omitting limitations for additional or unscheduled bathroom breaks related to Plaintiff's

inflammatory bowel disease.
2. Whether the ALJ properly evaluated Plaintiff's subjective symptoms under SSR 16-3p.

3. Whether the ALJ was required to adopt a limitation included in a prior ALJ's decision.

HOLDINGS

1. An ALJ is not required to include a particular RFC limitation merely because an impairment is classified
as severe; the RFC must instead be supported by substantial evidence. The ALJ's omission of additional
bathroom-break limitations for Plaintiff's inflammatory bowel disease was supported by substantial

evidence.

2. The ALJ's evaluation of Plaintiff's subjective symptoms was not patently wrong and was supported by

specific reasons grounded in the record.

3. The second ALJ was not required to adopt the prior ALJ's finding of one extra unscheduled break so

long as the new decision was supported by substantial evidence.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“An ALJ’s decision will be affirmed if it is supported by “substantial evidence,” which means “such relevant

evidence as a reasonable mind might accept as adequate to support a conclusion.”” (at 3)
“the ALJ was only required to support the RFC determination with substantial evidence.” (at 4)

“As long as an ALJ gives specific reasons supported by the record, the Court “will not overturn a credibility

determination unless it is patently wrong.”” (at 11)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged disability beginning March 5, 2013 based principally on inflammatory bowel disease,
degenerative disc and joint disease, and peripheral neuropathy. He testified that during the relevant period he
used the bathroom frequently, sometimes up to 30 times per day, experienced bowel accidents, and needed adult
diapers. The medical record, however, included many normal abdominal examinations, limited complaints
during the relevant period, and opinions from state-agency physicians that Plaintiff could perform light work

without additional bathroom-break limitations.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Plaintiff applied for DIB and SSI in 2014. After prior administrative decisions, an Appeals Council remand, and
a prior district-court remand concerning evaluation of musculoskeletal pain, an ALJ held a further hearing on
February 27, 2023 and found Plaintiff not disabled during the relevant periods. The district court granted the

Commissioner's motion for summary judgment and denied Plaintiff's request for remand.
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