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Abstract
Mammalian cells are constantly threatened by multiple types of DNA lesions arising from various sources
like irradiation, environmental agents, replication errors or by-products of the normal cellular metabolism. If not readily
detected and repaired these lesions can lead to cell death or to the transformation of cells giving rise to life-threatening
diseases like cancer. Multiple specialized repair pathways have evolved to preserve the genetic integrity of a cell. The
increasing number of DNA damage sensors, checkpoint regulators, and repair factors identified in the numerous
interconnected repair pathways raises the question of how DNA repair is coordinated. In the last decade, various methods
have been developed that allow the induction of DNA lesions and subsequent real-time analysis of repair factor assembly
at DNA repair sites in living cells. This combination of biophysical and molecular cell biology methods has yielded
interesting new insights into the order and kinetics of protein recruitment and identified regulatory sequences and selective
loading platforms for the efficient restoration of the genetic and epigenetic integrity of mammalian cells. J. Cell. Biochem.
104: 1562–1569, 2008. ß 2008 Wiley-Liss, Inc.
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DNA lesions arising from environmental and
endogenous sources induce a variety of cellular
responses including cell cycle arrest, DNA
repair, senescence and apoptosis [Hoeijmakers,
2001; Friedberg, 2003]. The DNA damage
response is a multistep process involving lesion
detection, checkpoint activation, processing of
repair intermediates, and finally restoration of
the genetic and epigenetic information [Harper
and Elledge, 2007]. The immediate and faithful
detection of DNA lesions is central to cellular
survival and is mediated by DNA damage
sensors. Although various DNA damage sensors
have been identified in recent years, several
important issues remain to be resolved. For
example, it is still unclear how DNA damage
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sensors and repair factors gain access to their
respective substrates within the context of
chromatin. DNA lesions might be detected
through either continuous scanning of the
genome via sliding along the DNA, as has been
suggested for proteins involved in the mismatch
repair (MMR) pathway, or by high affinity
binding and transient immobilization of freely
diffusing proteins in a distributive manner, socalled assembly on the spot. It has also been
proposed that instead of being directly sensed,
DNA lesions might rather be indirectly detected
through changes in chromatin topology [Bakkenist and Kastan, 2003]. Once a DNA lesion
has been successfully detected, it has to be
handed over to specific repair factors, which
then restore the genetic information. Repair
factors could be recruited to the site of lesion by
the DNA damage sensors themselves, by recognizing the DNA lesion directly, or by both ways.
The multiple activities involved in repair of
each type of DNA damage form the so-called
repairosome. In addition to their biochemical
reconstitution in vitro, recent studies have
focused on the coordination of such enzymatic
complexes in living cells, testing the existence of
such holocomplexes in the cell or rather their
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sequential assembly and or disassembly at
repair sites [Politi et al., 2005]. Finally, after
the genetic information has been successfully
restored, the epigenetic information including
methylation patterns and chromatin states has
to be re-established. The increasing number of
proteins identified in the various DNA repair
pathways, raises the question of how these
proteins are coordinated in time and space to
ensure avid and efficient removal of harmful
DNA lesions. In this article we aim to highlight
recent findings shedding light on the coordination of DNA repair in living cells.
STUDYING DNA REPAIR IN
LIVING CELLS
Pioneering work using mainly in vitro experiments gave detailed insights into the biochemical mechanisms and composition of the various
DNA repair pathways. However, the identification of more and more proteins being involved in
the various steps of DNA repair, as well as the
emerging interconnection between different
DNA repair pathways, requires studying the
spatiotemporal coordination of DNA repair in
living cells. In recent years, several methods
have been introduced that allow DNA lesion
induction and subsequent real-time analysis of
the DNA damage response in living cells [Lukas
et al., 2005].
Using ionizing radiation (IR) in combination
with fluorescence photobleaching (FRAP) analysis it has been shown that DNA double strand
break (DSB) repair factors rapidly diffuse
throughout the nucleus until they encounter a
break and become transiently immobilized
[Essers et al., 2002]. A similar observation has
been made for proteins involved in the nucleotide excision repair (NER) pathway [Houtsmuller et al., 1999]. These results indicate that DNA
repair is not mediated by binding of a preassembled repair holocomplex, but is rather
coordinated by the sequential recruitment of
specific repair factors to DNA damage sites.
The disadvantage of using IR is that DNA
lesions are scattered randomly throughout the
genome. Furthermore, it is not possible to
visualize the real-time accumulation of repair
proteins and IR induced foci are hardly distinguishable from other nuclear foci like replication sites. Recently, some of these drawbacks
have been circumvented by using focal irradiation with charged particles or heavy ions,
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which allows specific induction of DSBs along
the ion or particle track [Jakob et al., 2003; Aten
et al., 2004; Hauptner et al., 2006].
An elegant approach to specifically induce
DSBs at defined subnuclear sites is the introduction of rare restriction sites into the genome
followed by conditional expression of the respective endonuclease. This method was first developed in yeast [Melo et al., 2001; Lisby et al.,
2003] but has also been adapted in mammalian
cells [Jasin, 1996; Soutoglou et al., 2007]. DSBs
can even be followed over time in vivo by
flanking the restriction sites with tet or lac
operator cassettes and expression of fluorescently tagged Tet- and/or Lac-binding fusion
proteins [Lisby et al., 2003; Soutoglou et al.,
2007]. However, the considerable long lag time
between induction of the endonuclease and
cutting (up to 30 min) does not allow precise
kinetic measurements of repair factor assembly
at DNA breaks.
In recent years, lasers used in confocal microscopy or microdissection devices have been
adapted by various groups to introduce DNA
lesions at preselected subnuclear sites in living
cells. These microbeam laser techniques are
based on the presensitization of DNA with low
levels of halogenated thymidine analogs and/or
DNA intercalating dyes (e.g., Hoechst 33258),
which render the DNA hypersensitive to light
within the UVA spectral range. Microirradiation with a UV laser leads to a photochemical
reaction that is sufficient to induce various DNA
lesions including single strand breaks (SSBs)
and DSBs. In addition to SSBs and DSBs, other
typical UVA DNA lesions, like thymine dimers,
are introduced. On the one hand, this mixture of
different DNA lesion types offers the possibility
to compare the recruitment of proteins involved
in different DNA repair pathways side by side
within a single cell. On the other hand, studying
the cellular response to one particular type of
DNA damage is difficult with the microirradiation approach. To eliminate these problems
some groups used laser microirradiation without sensitization [Kim et al., 2002; Lan et al.,
2004]. The drawback is that it requires much
higher laser energy and can lead to damage of
overall cellular structures.
A combination of the described laser microirradiation systems with live cell microscopy
and fluorescently tagged fusion proteins, allows
studying the recruitment kinetics of DNA
repair factors in living cells (Fig. 1).
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Fig. 1. Studying DNA repair in living cells. A: Cells are
transfected with expression constructs (circles) coding for
fluorescently tagged fusion proteins and sensitized by incubation
in medium containing BrdU and/or Hoechst for 24–48 h (1).
Microirradiation is performed with a confocal laser (2) and the
accumulation of fluorescently labeled proteins at DNA damage

sites is monitored in real-time (3). After measuring and normalizing the fluorescence intensity at the microirradiated site (ROI),
the recruitment kinetics is plotted as a graph (4). B: Analysis
of protein recruitment to laser-induced DNA damage sites
exemplary illustrated for GFP-XRCC1 and RFP-PCNA in a
mammalian cell.

COORDINATION OF DNA REPAIR
IN LIVING CELLS

sites of DNA damage. Loading platforms are
characterized as proteins with no intrinsic
enzymatic activity and the ability to interact
with numerous proteins through highly conserved binding motifs. The two repair factors Xray cross complementing factor 1 (XRCC1) and
proliferating cell nuclear antigen (PCNA) both
are considered to act as central loading platforms in DNA replication and repair [Warbrick,
2000; Caldecott, 2003; Maga and Hubscher,
2003; Moldovan et al., 2007].
PCNA forms a homotrimeric ring around the
DNA, which at the same time allows stable
association with and sliding along the DNA

DNA repair requires the coordinated recruitment of multiple enzyme activities to ensure
efficient repair of DNA lesions. Re-synthesis of
long stretches of DNA in various repair pathways requires stable complex formation for
processivity, but this may limit the ability of
the repair machinery to respond to later
changes like subsequent DNA damages.
So-called loading platforms are considered
to play a pivotal role in DNA repair by locally
concentrating and coordinating repair factors at
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double helix. Because of this unique property
PCNA is often referred to as a ‘‘sliding clamp’’
being capable of mediating interactions of
various proteins with DNA in a sequenceindependent manner. Apart from being a
central component of the replication machinery,
PCNA is also involved in various repair pathways including NER [Shivji et al., 1992], base
excision repair (BER) [Gary et al., 1999; Levin
et al., 2000], MMR [Johnson et al., 1996; Umar
et al., 1996; Jiricny, 2006], and repair of DSBs
[Holmes and Haber, 1999; Dorazi et al., 2006].
In addition, PCNA is implicated in the coordination of postreplicative processes such as
cytosine methylation and chromatin assembly
[Chuang et al., 1997; Moggs et al., 2000]. Most of
the PCNA-interacting proteins bind to a common site on PCNA through a conserved PCNAbinding domain (PBD). As more and more
PCNA-interacting proteins are identified the
question arises, of how binding is coordinated
and sterical hindrance avoided in various
processes such as DNA replication and repair.
Post-translational modifications such as
ubiquitinylation and sumoylation have been
shown to target PCNA to different repair pathways [Hoege et al., 2002; Matunis, 2002;
Solomon et al., 2004; Moldovan et al., 2007]. In
response to DNA damage or stalled replication
forks, PCNA is ubiquitylated at the conserved
lysine (K) residue 164. While monoubiquitylation of PCNA triggers the error-prone repair
of DNA lesions through recruitment of translesion polymerases, polyubiquitylation of PCNA
results in error-free bypass of DNA lesions
[Hoege et al., 2002]. In contrast to ubiquitylation, which promotes either error-free or errorprone repair, sumoylation of PCNA at the same
lysine residue seems to repress DNA repair
[Pfander et al., 2005]. The exact mechanisms or
factors initiating the ubiquitylation or sumoylation of PCNA thus determining which road
PCNA will finally take are still unclear.
Recently, the kinetics of PCNA recruitment to
subnuclear sites of DNA damage in living cells
has been analyzed [Solomon et al., 2004; Essers
et al., 2005; Mortusewicz and Leonhardt, 2007].
Interestingly, recruitment of PCNA to DNA
damage sites is independent of RFC, which is
required to load PCNA onto DNA during DNA
replication [Hashiguchi et al., 2007]. It has
previously been shown that PCNA stably
associates with DNA replication sites serving
as a loading platform for proteins involved in
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lagging strand synthesis [Sporbert et al., 2002,
2005]. During DNA repair, PCNA remains
stably bound over a long time period at DNA
damage sites, whereas several PCNA-interacting proteins (e.g., DNA Ligase I) show a high
turnover [Mortusewicz et al., 2006]. These
results indicate that PCNA not only serves as
a central and stable loading platform during
DNA replication, but also coordinates the
recruitment of multiple enzymatic activities to
DNA repair sites. Accordingly, the maintenance
DNA methyltransferase DNMT1, which is
known to associate with replication sites
through binding to PCNA, is likewise recruited
to DNA repair sites by PCNA [Mortusewicz
et al., 2005]. We propose that DNMT1 recruitment to repair sites preserves cytosine methylation patterns in the newly synthesized
DNA, thus contributing to the restoration of
epigenetic information after repair of DNA
damage.
The second central loading platform in DNA
repair, XRCC1, was first identified in a mutant
cell line with a defect in SSB repair and
increased sensitivity to alkylating agents and
ionizing irradiation, resulting in elevated frequency of spontaneous chromosome aberrations
and deletions [Thompson et al., 1982]. XRCC1
was found to interact with various proteins
involved in SSB repair and BER including
PARP-1, PARP-2 [Masson et al., 1998;
Schreiber et al., 2002], DNA polymerase beta
[Caldecott et al., 1994; Kubota et al., 1996], and
DNA Ligase III [Caldecott et al., 1994; Wei et al.,
1995]. Recently, XRCC1 was also found to
interact with PCNA, which could facilitate the
detection and repair of DNA lesions arising
during DNA replication [Fan et al., 2004].
A direct comparison of the recruitment
kinetics of the two loading platforms PCNA
and XRCC1 revealed different recruitment and
binding kinetics, with the immediate and fast
recruitment of XRCC1 preceding the slow and
continuous recruitment of PCNA. Furthermore,
introducing multiple DNA lesions sequentially
within a single cell, demonstrated that these
different recruitment and binding characteristics have functional consequences for the
ability of PCNA and XRCC1 to respond to
successive DNA damage events [Mortusewicz
and Leonhardt, 2007]. While the avid and
transient binding of XRCC1 allows a flexible
response to multiple consecutive DNA lesions,
the stable binding of the processivity factor
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PCNA limits its capacity to respond to successive damage events.
The central role of PCNA and XRCC1 as
loading platforms in the coordination of DNA
repair pathways became apparent when the
recruitment kinetics of the two highly homologous enzymes DNA Ligases I and III was compared [Mortusewicz et al., 2006]. Deletion and
mutational analysis revealed that the specific

recruitment of DNA Ligases I and III to distinct
repair pathways is mediated through interaction
with their respective loading platforms (Fig. 2).
This specific targeting of repair factors may
have evolved to accommodate the particular
requirements of different repair pathways, for
example, single nucleotide replacement versus
synthesis of short stretches of DNA, and thus may
enhance the overall efficiency of DNA repair.

Fig. 2. The loading platforms PCNA and XRCC1 target
interacting proteins to different repair pathways. All DNA Ligases
use the same catalytic mechanism and show high sequence
similarity in the catalytic core. The active site lysine residue (K) in
the center of the catalytic domain is directly involved in the
ligation reaction. However, DNA Ligases have non-overlapping
functions in DNA repair and replication and are not interchangeable. DNA Ligases I and III are targeted to different repair

pathways through their regulatory PBD and BRCT domains,
which mediate interaction with PCNA and XRCC1, respectively.
Other interacting proteins (only selective examples are shown)
might be recruited in similar ways to their respective repair
substrate. Selective recruitment of specialized proteins by central
loading platforms may accommodate the specific requirements
of different repair pathways and thereby enhance repair
efficiency.

Coordination of DNA Repair
LOADING PLATFORMS AND ORDERLY
EXECUTION OF DNA DAMAGE REPAIR
Efficient repair of DNA lesions would also
require the orderly loading of factors required at
different times during the repair of a specific
DNA lesion via their respective loading platforms. How is then binding of numerous factors
regulated within the cell in response to genetic
insults? It has been previously shown, that
different PCNA-interacting proteins have distinct binding affinities for PCNA and subtle
changes within the PCNA binding domain can
dramatically change the binding affinities of a
given protein for PCNA. Thus, binding to PCNA
at sites of DNA repair or replication could
simply be hierarchically ordered according to
the binding affinity of a respective protein for a
specific state of PCNA. Consequently, this
would result in constant occupation of the
PCNA-binding site by the strongest PCNAbinding protein. However, the fact that most
PCNA-interacting proteins show a high turnover would also result in a flexible access giving
every factor a chance to bind. Sequential binding might then be ordered by the respective
function of a given protein in the repair process.
Repair factors might thus be constantly
recruited to and dissociate from PCNA until
they encounter their respective repair substrate
within the surrounding chromatin. This would
result in the initiation of the appropriate
enzymatic reaction, which would generate the
preferred substrate for the next factor to bind.
Binding affinities and interactions could
further be regulated by posttranslational modifications like phosphorylation. A recent largescale screen for ATM and ATR substrates
identified over 700 proteins involved in various
processes including DNA replication, DNA
repair, and checkpoint activation as well as
proteins involved in pathways previously not
directly connected to the DNA damage
response, like RNA splicing, the spindle checkpoint and chromatin remodeling [Matsuoka
et al., 2007]. In addition, loading platforms
themselves might be regulated to respond to
altered requirements. Furthermore, it has
become clear that ubiquitylation plays a central
role in the DNA damage response regulating
protein turnover and recruitment of repair
factors [Bennett and Harper, 2008]. In fact,
mutant PCNA unable to be ubiquitinated was
found not to accumulate at repair sites in living
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cells [Solomon et al., 2004]. How these and other
posttranslational modifications contribute to
the spatiotemporal coordination of repair factor
assembly at DNA damage sites will be a
challenge for future studies.
Most current methods used for the real-time
analysis of the DNA damage response in living
cells have the drawback of introducing a variety
of different DNA lesions. More refined and
quantitative methods are needed to obtain
valuable data for detailed mathematical modeling of the DNA damage response in living cells.
This would include the induction of a defined
subset of DNA lesions in physiological relevant
concentrations. Together with improvements in
microscopic imaging methods and single molecule tracking this should provide a detailed
insight into the spatiotemporal coordination
and regulation of DNA repair in living cells.
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
Work in the authors’ laboratories is supported
by the VW foundation and the Deutsche
Forschungsgemeinschaft.
REFERENCES
Aten JA, Stap J, Krawczyk PM, van Oven CH, Hoebe RA,
Essers J, Kanaar R. 2004. Dynamics of DNA doublestrand breaks revealed by clustering of damaged chromosome domains. Science 303:92–95.
Bakkenist CJ, Kastan MB. 2003. DNA damage activates
ATM through intermolecular autophosphorylation and
dimer dissociation. Nature 421:499–506.
Bennett EJ, Harper JW. 2008. DNA damage: Ubiquitin
marks the spot. Nat Struct Mol Biol 15:20–22.
Caldecott KW. 2003. XRCC1 and DNA strand break repair.
DNA Repair (Amst) 2:955–969.
Caldecott KW, McKeown CK, Tucker JD, Ljungquist S,
Thompson LH. 1994. An interaction between the mammalian DNA repair protein XRCC1 and DNA ligase III.
Mol Cell Biol 14:68–76.
Chuang LS, Ian HI, Koh TW, Ng HH, Xu G, Li BF. 1997.
Human DNA-(cytosine-5) methyltransferase-PCNA complex as a target for p21W AF1. Science 277:1996–2000.
Dorazi R, Parker JL, White MF. 2006. PCNA activates the
Holliday junction endonuclease Hjc. J Mol Biol 364:243–
247.
Essers J, Houtsmuller AB, van Veelen L, Paulusma C, Nigg
AL, Pastink A, Vermeulen W, Hoeijmakers JH, Kanaar
R. 2002. Nuclear dynamics of RAD52 group homologous
recombination proteins in response to DNA damage.
EMBO J 21:2030–2037.
Essers J, Theil AF, Baldeyron C, van Cappellen WA,
Houtsmuller AB, Kanaar R, Vermeulen W. 2005. Nuclear
dynamics of PCNA in DNA replication and repair. Mol
Cell Biol 25:9350–9359.
Fan J, Otterlei M, Wong HK, Tomkinson AE, Wilson DM
III. 2004. XRCC1 co-localizes and physically interacts
with PCNA. Nucleic Acids Res 32:2193–2201.

1568

Mortusewicz et al.

Friedberg EC. 2003. DNA damage and repair. Nature 421:
436–440.
Gary R, Kim K, Cornelius HL, Park MS, Matsumoto Y.
1999. Proliferating cell nuclear antigen facilitates excision in long-patch base excision repair. J Biol Chem 274:
4354–4363.
Harper JW, Elledge SJ. 2007. The DNA damage response:
Ten years after. Mol Cell 28:739–745.
Hashiguchi K, Matsumoto Y, Yasui A. 2007. Recruitment of
DNA repair synthesis machinery to sites of DNA damage/
repair in living human cells. Nucleic Acids Res 35:2913–
2923.
Hauptner A, Krucken R, Greubel C, Hable V, Dollinger G,
Drexler GA, Deutsch M, Lowe R, Friedl AA, Dietzel S,
Strickfaden H, Cremer T. 2006. DNA-repair protein
distribution along the tracks of energetic ions. Radiat
Prot Dosim 122:147–149.
Hoege C, Pfander B, Moldovan GL, Pyrowolakis G, Jentsch
S. 2002. RAD6-dependent DNA repair is linked to
modification of PCNA by ubiquitin and SUMO. Nature
419:135–141.
Hoeijmakers JH. 2001. Genome maintenance mechanisms
for preventing cancer. Nature 411:366–374.
Holmes AM, Haber JE. 1999. Double-strand break repair in
yeast requires both leading and lagging strand DNA
polymerases. Cell 96:415–424.
Houtsmuller AB, Rademakers S, Nigg AL, Hoogstraten D,
Hoeijmakers JH, Vermeulen W. 1999. Action of DNA
repair endonuclease ERCC1/XPF in living cells. Science
284:958–961.
Jakob B, Scholz M, Taucher-Scholz G. 2003. Biological
imaging of heavy charged-particle tracks. Radiat Res
159:676–684.
Jasin M. 1996. Genetic manipulation of genomes with rarecutting endonucleases. Trends Genet 12:224–228.
Jiricny J. 2006. The multifaceted mismatch-repair system.
Nat Rev Mol Cell Biol 7:335–346.
Johnson RE, Kovvali GK, Guzder SN, Amin NS, Holm C,
Habraken Y, Sung P, Prakash L, Prakash S. 1996.
Evidence for involvement of yeast proliferating cell
nuclear antigen in DNA mismatch repair. J Biol Chem
271:27987–27990.
Kim JS, Krasieva TB, LaMorte V, Taylor AM, Yokomori K.
2002. Specific recruitment of human cohesin to laserinduced DNA damage. J Biol Chem 277:45149–45153.
Kubota Y, Nash RA, Klungland A, Schar P, Barnes DE,
Lindahl T. 1996. Reconstitution of DNA base excisionrepair with purified human proteins: Interaction
between DNA polymerase beta and the XRCC1 protein.
EMBO J 15:6662–6670.
Lan L, Nakajima S, Oohata Y, Takao M, Okano S, Masutani
M, Wilson SH, Yasui A. 2004. In situ analysis of repair
processes for oxidative DNA damage in mammalian cells.
Proc Natl Acad Sci USA 101:13738–13743.
Levin DS, McKenna AE, Motycka TA, Matsumoto Y,
Tomkinson AE. 2000. Interaction between PCNA and
DNA ligase I is critical for joining of Okazaki fragments
and long-patch base-excision repair. Curr Biol 10:919–
922.
Lisby M, Mortensen UH, Rothstein R. 2003. Colocalization
of multiple DNA double-strand breaks at a single Rad52
repair centre. Nat Cell Biol 5:572–577.
Lukas C, Bartek J, Lukas J. 2005. Imaging of protein
movement induced by chromosomal breakage: Tiny ‘local’

lesions pose great ’global’ challenges. Chromosoma 114:
146–154.
Maga G, Hubscher U. 2003. Proliferating cell nuclear
antigen (PCNA): A dancer with many partners. J Cell Sci
116:3051–3060.
Masson M, Niedergang C, Schreiber V, Muller S, Menissier-de Murcia J, de Murcia G. 1998. XRCC1 is specifically
associated with poly(ADP-ribose) polymerase and negatively regulates its activity following DNA damage. Mol
Cell Biol 18:3563–3571.
Matsuoka S, Ballif BA, Smogorzewska A, McDonald ER III,
Hurov KE, Luo J, Bakalarski CE, Zhao Z, Solimini N,
Lerenthal Y, Shiloh Y, Gygi SP, Elledge SJ. 2007. ATM
and ATR substrate analysis reveals extensive protein
networks responsive to DNA damage. Science 316:1160–
1166.
Matunis MJ. 2002. On the road to repair: PCNA encounters
SUMO and ubiquitin modifications. Mol Cell 10:441–
442.
Melo JA, Cohen J, Toczyski DP. 2001. Two checkpoint
complexes are independently recruited to sites of DNA
damage in vivo. Genes Dev 15:2809–2821.
Moggs JG, Grandi P, Quivy JP, Jonsson ZO, Hubscher U,
Becker PB, Almouzni G. 2000. A CAF-1-PCNA-mediated
chromatin assembly pathway triggered by sensing DNA
damage. Mol Cell Biol 20:1206–1218.
Moldovan GL, Pfander B, Jentsch S. 2007. PCNA, the
maestro of the replication fork. Cell 129:665–679.
Mortusewicz O, Leonhardt H. 2007. XRCC1 and PCNA are
loading platforms with distinct kinetic properties and
different capacities to respond to multiple DNA lesions.
BMC Mol Biol 8:81.
Mortusewicz O, Schermelleh L, Walter J, Cardoso MC,
Leonhardt H. 2005. Recruitment of DNA methyltransferase I to DNA repair sites. Proc Natl Acad Sci USA 102:
8905–8909.
Mortusewicz O, Rothbauer U, Cardoso MC, Leonhardt H.
2006. Differential recruitment of DNA Ligase I and III to
DNA repair sites. Nucleic Acids Res 34:3523–3532.
Pfander B, Moldovan GL, Sacher M, Hoege C, Jentsch S.
2005. SUMO-modified PCNA recruits Srs2 to prevent
recombination during S phase. Nature 436:428–433.
Politi A, Mone MJ, Houtsmuller AB, Hoogstraten D,
Vermeulen W, Heinrich R, van Driel R. 2005. Mathematical modeling of nucleotide excision repair reveals
efficiency of sequential assembly strategies. Mol Cell 19:
679–690.
Schreiber V, Ame JC, Dolle P, Schultz I, Rinaldi B, Fraulob
V, Menissier-de Murcia J, de Murcia G. 2002. Poly(ADPribose) polymerase-2 (PARP-2) is required for efficient
base excision DNA repair in association with PARP-1 and
XR CC1. J Biol Chem 277:23028–23036.
Shivji KK, Kenny MK, Wood RD. 1992. Proliferating cell
nuclear antigen is required for DNA excision repair. Cell
69:367–374.
Solomon DA, Cardoso MC, Knudsen ES. 2004. Dynamic
targeting of the replication machinery to sites of DNA
damage. J Cell Biol 166:455–463.
Soutoglou E, Dorn JF, Sengupta K, Jasin M, Nussenzweig
A, Ried T, Danuser G, Misteli T. 2007. Positional stability
of single double-strand breaks in mammalian cells. Nat
Cell Biol 9:675–682.
Sporbert A, Gahl A, Ankerhold R, Leonhardt H, Cardoso
MC. 2002. DNA polymerase clamp shows little turnover

Coordination of DNA Repair
at established replication sites but sequential de novo
assembly at adjacent origin clusters. Mol Cell 10:1355–1365.
Sporbert A, Domaing P, Leonhardt H, Cardoso MC. 2005.
PCNA acts as a stationary loading platform for transiently interacting Okazaki fragment maturation proteins. Nucleic Acids Res 33:3521–3528.
Thompson LH, Brookman KW, Dillehay LE, Carrano AV,
Mazrimas JA, Mooney CL, Minkler JL. 1982. A CHO-cell
strain having hypersensitivity to mutagens, a defect in
DNA strand-break repair, and an extraordinary baseline
frequency of sister-chromatid exchange. Mutat Res 95:
427–440.

1569

Umar A, Buermeyer AB, Simon JA, Thomas DC, Clark AB,
Liskay RM, Kunkel TA. 1996. Requirement for PCNA in
DNA mismatch repair at a step preceding DNA resynthesis. Cell 87:65–73.
Warbrick E. 2000. The puzzle of PCNA’s many partners.
Bioessays 22:997–1006.
Wei YF, Robins P, Carter K, Caldecott K, Pappin DJ, Yu
GL, Wang RP, Shell BK, Nash RA, Schar P., et al. 1995.
Molecular cloning and expression of human cDNAs
encoding a novel DNA ligase IV and DNA ligase III, an
enzyme active in DNA repair and recombination. Mol
Cell Biol 15:3206–3216.

