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(TS The impact of this holding on current CIA interrogation
practices could be significant. Steve Bradbury's preliminary view is that the opinion

"calls into real question" whether CIA could continue its CT interrogation program
involving enhanced interrogation techniques. According to Bradbury, many, if not all, of
CIA's enhanced interrogation techniques (including the seven techniques that would

comprise the new, downsized EIT program) could be construed as inconsistent with the
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