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This manuscript has been previously reviewed at another journal. This document only contains information relating to
versions considered at Nature Communications. Mentions of the other journal have been redacted. 

This file contains all reviewer reports in order by version, followed by all author rebuttals in order by version. 

Version 0: 

Reviewer comments: 

Reviewer #1 

(Remarks to the Author) 
The authors have addressed this reviewer's questions and concerns with the revisions to their manuscript. 

Reviewer #3 

(Remarks to the Author) 
The Authors have done a great job in revising their manuscript previously submitted to [Redacted], and have 
satisfactorily addressed all of my original remarks. 

I especially appreciate the Authors's effort in reproducing their analysis on single cells subjected to whole-genome
amplification (WGA) and their attempt to perform Nanopore sequencing on some of the WGA samples. (I agree with the
Authors, though, that this approach is not scalable as the both the amount of input material required and the cost of
Nanopore WGS are still too high). 

I also appreciate the Authors' effort in retrieving publicly available Hi-C datasets that could be used to better contextualise
the formation of translocations within the 3D genome. However, I understand that it is difficult to find properly matched
datasets that could be used to rigorously test the hypothesis that I proposed in my previous review. 

In sum, I think the revised manuscript is now suitable for publication in Nature Communications. 

Reviewer #4 

(Remarks to the Author) 
I have been asked to evaluate the Authors' response to the comments originally raised by Reviewer 2. 

R2 raised concerns about over-claiming in the first draft (which were echoed by other reviewers) and the authors have been
responsive to that. Some of R2's requests for more experimentation, analysis, and speculation struck me as overly-detailed
and failed to advance the core argument of the manuscript, so I am less concerned about whether the authors have been
fully responsive to every single point. Overall, the experimental approach demonstrated here, now that the results are
appropriately caveated and contextualized, will be a nice addition to the literature. 
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