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LETTER 1 OF 4
To: Chairman Brett Guthrie — House Energy & Commerce Committee

[Company Name]
[Company Address]
[City, State, ZIP]
April 2026
The Honorable Brett Guthrie
Chairman, House Committee on Energy and Commerce
2125 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515
Re: Proposed Statutory Language for Inclusion in the Data Privacy Working Group Draft — Definition of "Necessary" and Hardware Safe Harbor
Dear Chairman Guthrie,
Your leadership of the House Committee on Energy and Commerce — the oldest standing legislative committee in the House, with broad jurisdiction over our nation's energy, health care, telecommunications, and consumer product safety policies — positions you as the decisive figure in determining whether the 119th Congress finally delivers a workable national data privacy standard. We write to you directly, and urgently, because the drafting window that will determine the bill's substantive content is open now — and because two specific provisions, if included at this stage, will materially strengthen both the bill's durability and its consumer protection outcomes.
[Company Name] designs and manufactures semiconductor products used in consumer devices, enterprise systems, and critical infrastructure across the United States. Our chips process personal data — health readings, biometric authentication, financial credentials — at the hardware level. We have invested substantially in building privacy protections directly into our silicon: trusted execution environments (protected areas inside a chip where sensitive data is processed and never transmitted externally), secure enclaves, and hardware-rooted data isolation mechanisms. These are not software policies or corporate pledges. They are physical properties of the hardware that make it structurally impossible for data to leave the chip during processing.
The Data Privacy Working Group's draft bill will include a data minimization standard — a requirement that covered entities process personal data only to the extent "necessary" for a specified purpose. This is the right policy. The problem is that "necessary" is undefined in every prior draft, including the American Privacy Rights Act that expired in January 2025. An undefined "necessary" will be interpreted by the FTC or litigated in courts — unpredictably and potentially retroactively. Following the Supreme Court's 2024 ruling in Loper Bright Enterprises v. Raimondo, courts no longer defer to agency interpretations of ambiguous statutes. A statutory definition is no longer a preference. It is the only way to ensure the bill means what Congress intends it to mean.
We are therefore making two specific requests. First, we ask that the Working Group include a bounded statutory definition of "necessary" that enumerates recognized categories of permissible processing — including product functionality, device security, fraud prevention, and processing performed entirely within a hardware-enforced environment. Second, we ask that the bill include a safe harbor provision: a covered entity that processes personal data entirely within a qualifying hardware-enforced privacy environment — one verified by third-party attestation against FTC/NIST-specified criteria, where data is never transmitted externally and is automatically purged after processing — should be deemed compliant with the data minimization requirement. The technical standards for this safe harbor already exist in NIST Internal Report 8320. The FTC does not need to build them from scratch.
These provisions strengthen the bill, not weaken it. Data processed on-chip, in a secure enclave, and automatically erased achieves stricter data minimization than any "reasonably necessary" standard formulated in prose. They also complete the logic of the CHIPS and Science Act: Congress has invested $52 billion in domestic semiconductor manufacturing, and $500 billion in private-sector chip investment has followed. A national privacy law that fails to recognize what these chips can do sends the wrong signal to the industry Congress has worked to build.
We have enclosed our full position paper and proposed statutory language as Attachment A. We respectfully request a meeting with your office and Working Group staff to present our technical analysis and to discuss how our proposed language can be integrated into the draft. We are available at your earliest convenience and prepared to brief committee counsel at any point in the drafting process.
Respectfully submitted,
[Name]
[Title]
[Company Name]
[Email]
[Phone]
April 2026
Attachment A: Position Paper — Hardware-Enforced Privacy as a Compliance Standard (enclosed)
Contact for follow-up: PrivacyWorkingGroup@mail.house.gov

LETTER 2 OF 4
To: Vice Chairman John Joyce, M.D. — Working Group Lead

[Company Name]
[Company Address]
[City, State, ZIP]
April 2026
The Honorable John Joyce, M.D.
Vice Chairman, House Committee on Energy and Commerce
Data Privacy Working Group Lead
2102 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515
Re: Hardware-Enforced Privacy Controls as a Data Minimization Compliance Mechanism — Proposed Safe Harbor Language for Working Group Consideration
Dear Vice Chairman Joyce,
Your background as a physician — trained in internal medicine and dermatology at Johns Hopkins Hospital, with decades of patient care in Central Pennsylvania — gives you a direct and personal understanding of what it means for sensitive health information to be mishandled. We write to you in your capacity as lead of the Data Privacy Working Group because the provision we are proposing speaks directly to the protection of the most sensitive personal data Americans share: their health information, their biometric identifiers, their medical authentication credentials.
[Company Name] manufactures semiconductor chips used in medical devices, consumer health monitors, and diagnostic platforms across the United States. Our products include trusted execution environments — hardware-protected enclaves inside the chip itself, where health data is processed locally, never transmitted to an external server, and automatically erased upon completion of the processing operation. To be precise: when a patient's biometric or health data is processed inside one of our secure enclaves, no external party — no app developer, no data broker, no cloud provider, no hacker — can access it. The data is locked inside the chip. This is not a claim we make in a privacy policy. It is a physical property of the hardware.
The Working Group is drafting a data minimization standard for the 119th Congress privacy bill. That standard will require covered entities to process personal data only to the extent "necessary" — but the prior American Privacy Rights Act, which expired in January 2025, never defined what "necessary" means. The consequence of leaving this undefined is not academic. Every healthcare app, every wearable device manufacturer, every company whose chip processes a patient's data will face a different answer from the FTC, from courts, and from state attorneys general — none of which will necessarily reflect what Congress intended.
We are asking for two things from the Working Group. First, a statutory definition of "necessary" that includes processing performed entirely within a hardware-enforced environment serving a recognized functional purpose — covering exactly the kind of on-chip health data processing we have described. Second, a safe harbor: covered entities that process personal data within a qualifying hardware-enforced privacy environment, verified against FTC/NIST technical criteria, should be deemed compliant with the data minimization standard. This safe harbor is not an exemption from privacy obligations. It is recognition that hardware-level data processing, when properly verified, achieves the highest form of data minimization: data that never leaves a protected enclave cannot be breached, sold, or misused by any party.
As a physician, you have spent decades ensuring that patient information was handled with the care it deserves. The safe harbor we are proposing would, for the first time in federal law, recognize that certain semiconductor hardware achieves that standard structurally — and reward the companies that built it.
We have enclosed our position paper and draft statutory language. We respectfully request thirty minutes with you and Working Group staff to walk through our technical proposal and proposed legislative text. We are available to meet at any point during the current drafting phase and can arrange a technical briefing with our chip architecture team if that would assist committee counsel.
Respectfully submitted,
[Name]
[Title]
[Company Name]
[Email]
[Phone]
April 2026
Attachment A: Position Paper — Hardware-Enforced Privacy as a Compliance Standard (enclosed)
Attachment B: Proposed Statutory Language — Section ___ (Definition of Necessary Processing) and Section ___ (Hardware Safe Harbor) (enclosed)

LETTER 3 OF 4
To: Senator Maria Cantwell — Ranking Member, Senate Commerce Committee

[Company Name]
[Company Address]
[City, State, ZIP]
April 2026
The Honorable Maria Cantwell
Ranking Member, Senate Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation
511 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510
Re: The Hardware Safe Harbor Strengthens, Not Weakens, the Data Minimization Standard You Co-Authored
Dear Senator Cantwell,
As Ranking Member of the Senate Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation, you are the co-author and primary Senate guardian of the data minimization standard that was the centerpiece of the American Privacy Rights Act — the most advanced federal privacy proposal this country has produced. We write to you because a provision now under discussion in the House Energy and Commerce Data Privacy Working Group directly implicates that standard, and we want to make the case directly to you that it strengthens it.
[Company Name] manufactures semiconductor chips — the physical processing units inside smartphones, medical devices, laptops, and industrial systems — that handle personal data at the hardware level. We have engineered trusted execution environments (protected hardware enclaves inside our chips where personal data is processed locally, never transmitted to any external system, and automatically deleted after use) into our products. When a consumer's location, health reading, or financial credential is processed inside one of our secure enclaves, no entity — including us as the chip manufacturer — can access it externally. The data is processed, used for the authorized purpose, and destroyed. It never reaches a server, never enters a database, never becomes the raw material for secondary use.
The American Privacy Rights Act's data minimization standard required that personal data processing be "reasonably necessary and proportionate" to provide a specific product or service. We believe that standard is correct and that it must be preserved in the 119th Congress privacy bill. However, APRA never defined "necessary" — and it did not address hardware-enforced privacy controls as a compliance mechanism. These are the two provisions we are asking Congress to add.
Our specific request is a statutory safe harbor: a covered entity that processes personal data entirely within a qualifying hardware-enforced environment — verified by third-party attestation, with no external transmission, and with automatic data purging — should be deemed compliant with the data minimization requirement. We understand that you have opposed provisions that weaken data minimization. We share that concern, which is why we want to be direct: the safe harbor does not weaken the standard you wrote. It defines its highest possible form.
Consider what "reasonably necessary and proportionate" means in practice. It is a standard of degree — it asks whether the data collected is proportionate to the purpose. The hardware safe harbor we propose goes further: it requires that data not leave the chip at all, that it be automatically destroyed, and that the hardware be independently verified. No state law and no prior federal draft imposes these conditions. The safe harbor is not a permission to process more data. It is a requirement to process it in a way that eliminates external exposure entirely.
Your opposition to the Clipper chip — a government backdoor into encrypted communications — dates to your earliest Senate campaigns, reflecting a longstanding commitment to technical privacy protections rather than just policy promises. The hardware safe harbor we propose is the modern expression of that principle: privacy that is structurally enforced at the silicon level, not just promised in a corporate policy.
We respectfully request a meeting with your staff to present our technical analysis and proposed statutory language, and to hear your concerns directly. Our goal is a federal privacy bill that passes the Senate — and that requires a data minimization standard rigorous enough to earn your support. We believe the hardware safe harbor, properly drafted, meets that test.
Respectfully submitted,
[Name]
[Title]
[Company Name]
[Email]
[Phone]
April 2026
Attachment A: Position Paper — Hardware-Enforced Privacy as a Compliance Standard (enclosed)
Attachment B: Proposed Statutory Language — Section ___ (Hardware Safe Harbor) with comparison to APRA H.R. 8818 data minimization standard (enclosed)

LETTER 4 OF 4
To: Chairman Andrew N. Ferguson — Federal Trade Commission

[Company Name]
[Company Address]
[City, State, ZIP]
April 2026
The Honorable Andrew N. Ferguson
Chairman, Federal Trade Commission
600 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20580
Re: Petition to Initiate a Privacy-Enhancing Technology Pilot Program Recognizing Hardware-Enforced Privacy Controls — Pathway 2 Regulatory Engagement
Dear Chairman Ferguson,
You were officially designated as Chairman of the Federal Trade Commission by President Trump on January 20, 2025. In your own words, your mandate is to "end the previous administration's assault on the American way of life, and usher in a new Golden Age for American businesses, workers, and consumers." We write to you with a proposal that serves all three of those goals simultaneously — and that requires only the exercise of authority the FTC already holds.
[Company Name] designs and manufactures semiconductor products that include trusted execution environments (hardware-protected zones inside our chips where personal data is processed locally, never transmitted externally, and automatically destroyed) and other hardware-enforced privacy controls. These technologies represent the most structurally rigorous form of personal data protection available in any consumer or enterprise product today. They are not software configurations or policy commitments. They are physical properties of the hardware, verifiable through independent technical attestation.
The prior American Privacy Rights Act, which expired in January 2025, included two provisions directly relevant to our request. First, it mandated the FTC to issue guidance on how covered entities could comply with the data minimization requirement. Second, it directed the FTC to establish a pilot program encouraging private-sector use of privacy-enhancing technologies. Those provisions expired with the bill — but the authority underlying them, and the policy rationale, remain compelling. You have stated your intention to ease your predecessor's scrutiny of business mergers and acquisitions while continuing critical oversight of big tech platforms — a posture that is entirely consistent with creating compliance frameworks that reward genuine privacy investment rather than subjecting companies indiscriminately to enforcement uncertainty.
We are making two requests. First, we ask the FTC to issue a formal statement of interest recognizing hardware-enforced privacy controls — specifically trusted execution environments meeting the technical standards described in NIST Internal Report 8320 — as privacy-enhancing technologies consistent with responsible data stewardship. This statement requires no rulemaking, no notice-and-comment period, and no new statutory authority. It can be issued under the FTC's existing authority and would provide immediate, meaningful guidance to companies investing in hardware privacy. Second, we ask the FTC to initiate a pilot program for industry-defined compliance guidelines in the hardware privacy sector, under the FTC's existing authority to approve compliance frameworks. We note that the FTC's current organizational structure, under Chief of Staff Gary Barnett and the Bureau of Consumer Protection, has the institutional capacity to administer such a program without additional staffing.
This proposal advances your deregulatory agenda in the most precise sense: it replaces unpredictable enforcement with a clear, technology-based compliance standard that companies can verify, certify, and rely upon. It rewards the semiconductor companies — overwhelmingly American — that have invested billions of dollars in privacy-protective hardware. And it positions the FTC, ahead of potential legislation, as the agency that defined what hardware-level privacy compliance means in American law.
In June 2025, the FTC under your leadership initiated enforcement actions targeting major social media companies to limit the collection and use of personal data from children under 13. The hardware safe harbor we propose complements that enforcement posture: it directs companies toward the strongest available privacy technology rather than simply penalizing those that fail to use it.
We respectfully request a meeting with you and your policy staff to present our technical analysis, the proposed pilot program framework, and our views on how the FTC can establish the hardware privacy compliance standard before Congress does so legislatively. We are prepared to provide a technical briefing on our chip architecture and attestation mechanisms at your convenience.
Respectfully submitted,
[Name]
[Title]
[Company Name]
[Email]
[Phone]
April 2026
Attachment A: Position Paper — Hardware-Enforced Privacy as a Compliance Standard (enclosed)
Attachment B: NIST IR 8320 Summary — Hardware-Enabled Security Standards Applicable to FTC Pilot Program Criteria (enclosed)
Attachment C: Proposed Pilot Program Framework — Hardware Privacy Compliance Guidelines (enclosed)

SUBMISSION NOTES FOR ALL FOUR LETTERS
	Letter
	Recipient
	Mailing Address
	Primary Ask
	Enclosures

	1
	Rep. Brett Guthrie
	2125 Rayburn HOB, Washington, DC 20515
	Meeting with WG staff; statutory language inclusion
	Position paper + draft statutory text

	2
	Rep. John Joyce, M.D.
	2102 Rayburn HOB, Washington, DC 20515
	30-min technical briefing with WG staff
	Position paper + proposed statutory language

	3
	Sen. Maria Cantwell
	511 Hart SOB, Washington, DC 20510
	Staff meeting; address Cantwell's minimization concern directly
	Position paper + APRA comparison analysis

	4
	Chairman Andrew Ferguson
	600 Pennsylvania Ave NW, Washington, DC 20580
	Statement of interest + pilot program initiation
	Position paper + NIST IR 8320 summary + pilot framework



Sequencing recommendation: Send Letters 1 and 2 simultaneously in the first week of engagement. Hold Letter 3 (Cantwell) until after initial Working Group staff engagement confirms the direction of the draft — the Cantwell letter should be calibrated to the specific bill language, not sent generically. Send Letter 4 (Ferguson) in parallel with Letters 1 and 2, as the FTC track is independent of the legislative timeline and can begin immediately.
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