UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF

NORTH CAROLINA

Shoals Technologies Group, LLC v. Voltage, LL.C, and Ningbo

Voltage Smart Production Co.

Shoals Technologies Group - No. 1:25CV26 - Decided April 13, 2026

SUMMARY

An order and memorandum opinion addressing numerous motions to seal materials filed in Shoals

Technologies Group, LLC v. Voltage, LLC, and Ningbo Voltage Smart Production Co. The court

applies the common-law and First Amendment rights of public access, distinguishes judicial from non-

judicial records, and grants or denies sealing requests as to specific docket entries and documents.
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The district court addressed multiple pending motions to seal materials
filed in connection with pretrial motions, motions in limine, a motion

for preliminary injunction, and related proceedings.

For judicial records subject to the common-law right of access, sealing
is permitted only when countervailing interests heavily outweigh the
public interest in access. For records subject to the First Amendment
right of access, the party seeking sealing must show a compelling
governmental interest and that the restriction is narrowly tailored, with
no less restrictive alternative. The moving party must provide specific

factual support and explain how disclosure would cause harm.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1.

Which materials filed in connection with the parties' motions qualify as judicial records subject to a

public right of access?

. What standard governs requests to seal or redact materials subject to the common-law right of access?

. What standard governs requests to seal or redact materials subject to the First Amendment right of

access?

. Whether the parties established sufficient, specific, and narrowly tailored grounds to seal or redact each

category of requested material.

. What remedial filing and replacement instructions should issue for documents that were improperly

sealed or for which a more specific sealing showing may be made?

HOLDINGS

1.

Materials filed with the objective of obtaining judicial action or relief, including materials submitted
with motions asking the court to rule on admissibility or preliminary-injunction issues, are judicial
records subject to a public right of access. Materials submitted solely to summarize expected evidence
and arguments for a bench trial, without seeking judicial action or relief, are not judicial records.

. A party seeking to seal a judicial record subject to the common-law right of access must demonstrate

that countervailing interests heavily outweigh the public interest in access and must provide specific

reasons supporting the requested sealing.

. A party seeking to seal judicial records subject to the First Amendment right of access must show a

compelling interest, demonstrate that sealing is narrowly tailored, and establish that no less restrictive

alternative will adequately protect the interest.

. A protective-order designation or a generalized assertion that materials contain confidential information

does not relieve the party seeking sealing of the obligation to establish, with specific support, why

sealing is necessary and to narrowly tailor the request.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Under common law, there is a presumption of access accorded to judicial records. This presumption of

access, however, can be rebutted if countervailing interests heavily outweigh the public interests in access.”

“Claims of confidentiality cannot be made indiscriminately and without evidentiary support, even in patent

cases where such claims are highly likely to be valid.”

“Going forward, there will be no further second chances to provide the Court with the information necessary

to make a reasoned determination prior to unsealing.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Shoals Technologies Group and Voltage were litigating patent-related claims and defenses involving
photovoltaic trunk bus cable technology, while also participating in a related International Trade Commission
investigation. The parties sought to seal materials containing alleged confidential business information, expert
testimony and reports, financial and design information, privilege logs, and materials from the ITC proceeding.
Some parties disputed confidentiality designations, consented to unsealing, or relied primarily on protective
orders without providing specific evidence of harm.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The parties filed numerous motions seeking to seal or redact briefs, exhibits, expert reports, transcripts, privilege
logs, and other materials. The court determined which materials were judicial records, applied the common-law
or First Amendment right of access as appropriate, and ruled on each motion individually, granting, denying, or
partially granting the motions. The court also ordered the parties to file public versions or renewed, narrowly

tailored sealing requests for specified documents within fourteen days.

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

No remand. The court ordered the Clerk to unseal specified documents, permitted specified redacted versions to
remain or be filed, directed the parties to replace certain sealed filings with publicly available versions, and
allowed renewed, narrowly tailored sealing motions within fourteen days for specified documents. If the
required documents or renewed motions were not filed within the permitted time, specified exhibits would be

unsealed.
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