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Figure 1 showing the topology of sapphire surfaces covered by Cage1 after 1, 3 and 5 days.
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Cage?2 is therefore layered more evenly
along the surface and shows higher
tendency to adhere in a less controlled way,

» Large number of degrees of freedom, complex, large systems; \
» MOCs contain both metals and non-metals — conventional methods can be
computationally intensive.
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