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Fig. 1. Formation index without Fig. 2. Formation index depending
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Fig. 3. Comparison of formation index depending on cationic polymer.
((a) : without filler addition, (b) : 15% filler addition)
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Fig. 6. Comparison of air permeability depending on cationic polymer.
((a) : without filler addition, (b) : 15% filler addition)
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Fig. 7. Tensile strength index Fig. 8. Tensile strength index dep
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Fig. 9. Comparison of tensile strength index depending on cationic
polymer.
((a) : without filler addition, (b) : 15% filler addition)
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Fig. 12. Comparison of fracture toughness index depending on cationic
polymer.
((a) : without filler addition, (b) @ 15% filler addition)
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