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G R E Miscanthus Yield Results: Miscanthus yearly yields are analyzed for 5 growing seasons. *Means with | | Theoretical Ethanol Yield Results:
- - - _ Glucose, pentose and theoretical Biomass Ethanol yields of Miscanthus are analyzed. Theoretical Biomass Ethanol yields in unit of (g g)
the same lowercase Ietter(S) are not statistical Iy different ((1— 005) and (Mg hal) are analyzed. *Means with the same letter(s) are not statistically different (a= 0.05).
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