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Fig. 1 Pore size distribution of base paper and coated paper.
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Fig. 2 Effect of pigment composition on Fig. 3 Effect of pigment mixihg ratios
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on pigment mixing ratios.

Table 1 UV absorbance of the top coated layer and the amount of absorbed

water into the precoated layer depending on pigment formulations

Formulations Pigment (Pre+Top) Absorbed water (g/m') | UV absorbance
P1T1 GCC60,100+T1 0.36 4.06
P2T1 GCC95,100+T1 0.39 4.41
P3T1 GCC60:No.2Clay,75:25+T1 0.42 3.92
P4T1 GCC60:No.2Clay,50:50+T1 0.45 3.01
P5T1 GCC60:No.2Clay,25:75+T1 0.51 2.41
P6T1 No.2Clay,100+T1 0.50 2.52
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Fig. 6 UV absorbance of the top coated layer depending on the

amount of absorbed water into the precoated layer.
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Fig. 7 Coefficient of variance vs. mottle
index depending on pigment
compositions of the precoated

layer.
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