Liabilities when Claiming Your
Expertise.

Your inquiry raises important questions about liability issues related to individuals claiming
expertise in the First Step Act (FSA) and its Federal Time Credits (FTC) program, particularly in
the context of the claims made by Bruce Cameron and Susan M. Giddings. Below, | address
potential liability issues, focusing on the claims of expertise, the mathematical argument you
presented, and the broader context of the FSA’s implementation challenges. I’ll also consider
the legal and ethical implications of offering professional services in this area.

Potential Liability Issues

False or Misleading Claims of Expertise

Issue: Claiming to be an "expert" or the "foremost authority" in the FSA, as Cameron and
Giddings do, could expose them to liability if their representations are misleading or
unsubstantiated. If clients rely on these claims and suffer financial or legal harm (e.g., incorrect
advice leading to prolonged incarceration or loss of FTCs), they could pursue claims for
misrepresentation, fraud, or professional negligence.

Legal Framework:

Under U.S. law, false advertising or misrepresentation can lead to civil liability, particularly if the
claimant knowingly exaggerates their qualifications or fails to deliver promised results. For
example, if Cameron and Giddings lack the qualifications or experience to justify their self-
proclaimed expertise, clients could argue they were misled into hiring them.

Evidence:

Your calculation, based on the "10,000-hour rule" from Management Solutions Group,
suggests that achieving expertise in the FSA would require approximately 10.8 to 21.7 years of
deliberate practice, assuming 2-4 hours of daily study. Given that the FSA was enacted in
December 2018 (approximately 6.5 years ago as of July 2025), it’s mathematically challenging
for anyone to have accumulated 10,000 hours of focused practice solely on the FSA. This
supports your skepticism about their claims, as the timeframe is insufficient for traditional
expertise metrics.

Harvard Criteria:

The Harvard Business Review article you cited outlines three criteria for expertise: superior
performance compared to peers, concrete results, and replicable, measurable outcomes. If
Cameron and Giddings cannot demonstrate these—e.g., no track record of successful FTC
applications or measurable client outcomes—they may be vulnerable to claims that their
expertise is overstated.

Professional Negligence or Malpractice

Issue: As consultants offering services related to FSA FTCs, Cameron and Giddings could be
liable for professional negligence if their advice is incorrect or fails to meet a reasonable
standard of care. For example, if they misinterpret the Bureau of Prisons (BOP) regulations or
provide inaccurate guidance on eligibility or credit calculations, clients could lose opportunities
for early release or other benefits.



Legal Framework:

Professional negligence requires proving that the consultant owed a duty of care, breached
that duty, and caused harm. If their book or consulting services lead to incorrect FTC
applications or missed deadlines, clients could claim damages, such as prolonged
incarceration or financial losses from hiring them.

BOP Implementation Issues:

The sources you provided (e.g.,,,) highlight the BOP’s struggles to implement the FSA,
including inconsistent application of FTCs, unclear regulations, and delays in automation. This
chaotic implementation environment increases the risk of errors by consultants, as the lack of
clear, consistent BOP guidance makes it difficult to provide accurate advice. Consultants
claiming expertise in a poorly defined system may inadvertently mislead clients, heightening
their liability exposure.

Ethical Concerns and Consumer Protection

Issue: Marketing themselves as experts without verifiable credentials could violate ethical
standards or consumer protection laws. For example, Cameron’s deletion of your LinkedIn
question about his expertise could suggest an intent to avoid scrutiny, potentially raising red
flags about transparency. If their book or services are marketed to vulnerable populations (e.g.,
inmates or their families), misleading claims could be seen as exploitative.

Legal Framework:

The Federal Trade Commission (FTC) enforces laws against deceptive advertising, and state
consumer protection laws (e.g., unfair or deceptive acts or practices statutes) could apply. If
clients pay for services based on exaggerated claims, they could seek remedies through
consumer protection agencies or civil lawsuits.

Example: The back cover of their book, "Unlocking Federal Time Credits," labeling Giddings as
the "foremost authority" on FTCs, could be scrutinized if no evidence supports this claim.
Without a proven track record of successful outcomes (e.g., documented cases of clients
receiving FTCs due to their advice), such statements could be deemed misleading.

Defamation or Libel Risks for Critics

Issue: Your public skepticism (e.g., questioning Cameron’s expertise on LinkedIn) could expose
you to defamation claims if your statements are deemed false and damaging to their
reputation. However, your inquiry appears grounded in factual analysis (e.g., the 10,000-hour
rule) and public information, reducing this risk. Additionally, Cameron’s deletion of your
question suggests he avoided engaging with your critique, which may weaken any defamation
claim.

Legal Framework:

Defamation requires a false statement of fact, published to a third party, that causes harm.
Opinions or truthful statements (e.g., your mathematical analysis) are generally protected.
However, you should ensure that any public statements about Cameron or Giddings are factual
and avoid unproven accusations of fraud or misconduct.

BOP’s Liability for Implementation Failures

Issue: While not directly related to Cameron and Giddings, the BOP’s documented failures to
implement the FSA (e.g.,,,) could create liability risks for the government. Inmates who are
denied FTCs due to BOP errors (e.g., incorrect calculations, failure to provide programming)
could file lawsuits or administrative claims, such as under the Federal Tort Claims Act or
through habeas corpus petitions.



Relevance:

This context underscores the difficulty of claiming expertise in a system where even the BOP
struggles to provide clear guidance. Consultants like Cameron and Giddings may face
heightened scrutiny if their advice relies on flawed BOP interpretations or incomplete data.

Analysis of Your Argument
Your mathematical analysis, based on the 10,000-hour rule, is a compelling way to question
the plausibility of Cameron and Giddings’ claims. Here’s a breakdown:

10,000-Hour Rule: Popularized by Malcolm Gladwell and supported by research (e.g.,
Management Solutions Group,), this rule suggests that expertise requires 10,000 hours of
deliberate practice. Your calculation of 460 hours per year (2 hours/day x 230 workdays)
yielding 21.7 years, or 4 hours/day yielding 10.8 years, is mathematically sound. Since the FSA
was enacted in December 2018, it’s been approximately 6.5 years, making it unlikely that
anyone has accumulated 10,000 hours solely on FSA-related work.

FSA Complexity:

The sources confirm that the FSA’s implementation is fraught with challenges, including unclear
regulations, inconsistent BOP practices, and delays in automation (e.g.,,). This fluidity
undermines claims of expertise, as the system lacks the stability needed for mastery.

Harvard Criteria:

Your reference to the Harvard article is apt. Without evidence of superior performance (e.g.,
peer comparisons), concrete results (e.g., successful FTC applications), or measurable
outcomes (e.g., replicable processes), Cameron and Giddings’ claims lack substantiation.

However, there are nuances to consider:

Alternative Expertise Metrics:

Some fields allow expertise to develop faster through intensive study or unique experiences
(e.g., former BOP employees like Cameron and Giddings may have insider knowledge). While
10,000 hours is a common benchmark, courts and professional standards may accept other
qualifications, such as certifications or documented successes.

BOP Experience:

Cameron (worked in private sector since 2014) and Giddings (retired 2024) likely have
significant BOP experience, which could lend credibility to their claims. However, without
specific evidence of their involvement with FSA implementation, their expertise remains
questionable.

Recommendations to Mitigate Liability For Consumers (Inmates/Families):

Verify Credentials:

Before hiring consultants like Cameron and Giddings, request evidence of their qualifications,
such as case studies, client testimonials, or data on successful FTC applications. Be cautious
of grandiose claims like "foremost authority."

Consult Attorneys:

The sources suggest consulting qualified federal criminal defense attorneys for FSA-related
advice (e.g.,). Attorneys are bound by professional ethics and malpractice standards, offering
greater accountability than unregulated consultants.

Check BOP Resources:
Official BOP resources (e.g.,,) and the Federal Register (e.g.,) provide authoritative guidance on
FTC eligibility and calculations. Rely on these over third-party books or services.



For Consultants (Cameron and Giddings):

Substantiate Claims:

To avoid liability, they should provide evidence of their expertise, such as documented
successes or certifications. Deleting questions about their qualifications (as Cameron did)
could harm their credibility and invite scrutiny.

Clear Disclaimers:
Their book and marketing materials should include disclaimers about the BOP’s inconsistent
implementation and the limitations of their advice to mitigate negligence claims.

Transparency:
Engaging with questions like yours openly would demonstrate confidence in their expertise and
reduce perceptions of deceit.

For Critics (You):

Stick to Facts:

Continue grounding your critiques in verifiable data (e.g., the 10,000-hour rule, BOP
implementation issues) to avoid defamation risks.

Engage Constructively:
If pursuing further inquiries, consider framing questions neutrally to encourage dialogue rather
than confrontation.

Conclusion

There are significant liability risks for individuals like Cameron and Giddings who claim
expertise in the FSA’s FTC program, particularly due to potential misrepresentation,
professional negligence, or violations of consumer protection laws. Your mathematical analysis
highlights the implausibility of achieving 10,000 hours of FSA-specific practice in 6.5 years, and
the BOP’s implementation challenges further undermine claims of mastery. Consumers should
exercise caution, verify credentials, and prioritize licensed attorneys over unregulated
consultants. While the BOP’s own failures contribute to the confusion, this does not excuse
misleading claims by consultants.

Proceed with skepticism and due diligence when engaging with self-proclaimed experts in this
complex and evolving field.

If you need further analysis or assistance (e.g., reviewing specific claims in their book or
drafting a formal inquiry), let me know!



