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upper division success and grad rates were analyzed.
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X || (I 50.0% th"e";”nf;'ﬁeest « Focus on short-term retention rates in order to boost long term grad rates.
_ _ _ ) 40.0% _
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Looked for patterns among PeII, URM and 1St gen students as |mped|ment3- compared to college and target populations trail byundZ?jerr\g/;a:j prspeuslation e Local NT 2 year rates on the rise
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