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Fig. 1. Schematic illustration of the detection of surface dust.
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Fig. 2. Scan image of the detection of surface dust.
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Fig. 3. Effect of cationic starch on one pass retention and surface dust of paper.
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Fig. 4. Effect of AKD on Hercules size degree and surface dust.
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Fig. 5. Effect of filler average particle size on surface dust.
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Fig. 6. Effect of talc dosage of commercial fine papers(70~100 gsm) on surface dust.
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Fig. 7. Effect of binders on surface dust.
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Fig. 8. Effect of coating weight on surface dust.
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Fig. 9. Effect of wet resistance agents on surface dust.
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Fig. 10. Effect of surface size agents on Hercules size degree.
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Fig. 11. Effect surface size agents on surface dust.
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