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Abstract: Accurate duplication and transmission of identical genetic information into offspring cells
lies at the heart of a cell division cycle. During the last stage of cellular division, namely mitosis,
the fully replicated DNA molecules are condensed into X-shaped chromosomes, followed by a
chromosome separation process called sister chromatid disjunction. This process allows for the
equal partition of genetic material into two newly born daughter cells. However, emerging evidence
has shown that faithful chromosome segregation is challenged by the presence of persistent DNA
intertwining structures generated during DNA replication and repair, which manifest as so-called
ultra-fine DNA bridges (UFBs) during anaphase. Undoubtedly, failure to disentangle DNA linkages
poses a severe threat to mitosis and genome integrity. This review will summarize the possible causes
of DNA bridges, particularly sister DNA inter-linkage structures, in an attempt to explain how they
may be processed and how they influence faithful chromosome segregation and the maintenance of
genome stability.

Keywords: ultra-fine DNA bridges; chromosome segregation; sister chromatid disjunction;
PICH/ERCC6L; Bloom’s syndrome complex

1. Chromosome Mis-Segregation and Genome Instability

Chromosome mis-segregation is widely implicated in genomic instability diseases such as
cancer [1]. In general, it is referred to as the appearance of incompletely separated chromosomes that
manifest as bulky DNA bridges that remain connected, or alternatively, as the appearance of chromatin
lagging between the daughter nuclear masses during anaphase. The former is usually termed as
‘anaphase bridges’ whereas the latter are referred to as ‘lagging chromosomes’ or ‘laggards’. In late
1930, Barbara McClintock proposed that anaphase bridges drive chromosome instability through a
so-called breakage-fusion-bridge cycle mechanism [2,3]. She suggested that if inappropriate repair of
DNA breaks occurs between chromatid arms, or dysfunctional telomeres of different chromosomes,
this can lead to chromosomal fusion and the formation of dicentric chromosomes, which comprise
two centromeres. In principle, if polar spindle attachment occurs independently at these two in-cis
centromeres, there is 50% chance that a dicentric chromosome will produce two chromatid bridges
during chromosome segregation. Alternatively, if chromosomal fusion occurs in between the broken
sister arms or unprotected sister telomeres on the same chromosome, namely sister-chromatid fusion,
it is almost certain that an anaphase bridge will be generated assuming that bipolar spindle attachment
is not compromised. No matter which type of chromosomal fusion occurs, cells require a process of
disconnection or cleavage of the resulting chromatin bridge during anaphase/telophase in order to
complete the cell division cycle. It has been reported that persistently unresolved anaphase bridge
formation can lead to cytokinesis failure and tetraploidization, particularly in the absence of Aurora B
kinase, which was suggested to activate a NoCut checkpoint to allow additional time for anaphase
bridge resolution [4,5]. How chromosomal bridges are resolved is still not fully understood but given
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the nature of the covalent linkage, their cleavage or rupture will inevitably create DNA breaks in the
offspring cells, which is believed to promote further chromosomal re-fusion events (e.g., translocations)
and genomic rearrangements. Studies in different organism models have revealed that bulky anaphase
bridges may be resolved through different mechanisms. A study on budding yeast has suggested
dicentric chromosomes are severed by the contraction of the actomyocin ring during cytokinesis [6].
However, in mammalian cells, it has been reported that anaphase bridges generated by telomere
fusions can be cleaved by a cytoplasmic exonuclease, three prime repair exonuclease 1 (TREX1), after
mitotic exit. The persistent chromatin bridge structures may prevent proper reformation of the nuclear
envelop around the structures that allows TREX1 to digest and resolve the DNA bridge molecules.
However, this in turn leads to a class of complex re-integration of DNA fragments, triggering intra-
and inter-chromosomal rearrangements, known as chromothripsis [7]. On the other hand, a study
using Caenorhabditis elegans embryos, interestingly, shows that anaphase bridges are resolved by a
midbody-tethered endonuclease (LEM-3/Ankle1) at the late stage of mitosis [8,9]. Whether a similar
midbody-dependent cleavage system also operates in other organisms requires further investigation
as the midbody is not formed during early cell divisions in Drosophila embryos and yeasts have a
closed mitosis that separates mitotic chromosomes from the cell cortex during cell division.

Apart from anaphase chromatin bridges, chromosome mis-segregation can also result from the
failure of chromosome biorientation, which is mostly attributed to errors in microtubule organization
and spindle-kinetochore assembly [10]. Sister kinetochores must connect to spindle microtubules
emanating from the opposite poles (so-called amphitelic attachment) prior to chromosome
disjunction, otherwise, sister chromatids will be distributed randomly into the daughter cells, driving
aneuploidy [10]. Unattached or mis-attached chromosomes (e.g., monotelic and merotelic attachments)
can lead to the formation of lagging chromosomes [11], which can subsequently turn into micronuclei
if they fail to incorporate into the nuclei of the descendent cells. Furthermore, lagging chromatin can
also be generated from broken chromosomes lacking centromeric regions and kinetochore structures.
Interestingly, studies have shown that DNA inside micronuclei can undergo fragmentation, which
promotes random nuclear integration and causes chromosome structural rearrangements in the
succeeding offspring populations [12–15]. Therefore, chromosome mis-segregation not only can
introduce numerical changes but also structural alterations of karyotypes—a common characteristic of
cancer cells. Figure 1 depicts a brief summary of the cell division cycle, with the main focus being how
accurate chromosome segregation occurs. Moreover, it provides a representation of how anaphase
bridges and lagging chromosomes are generated, as well as, their pathological consequences.

For many decades, anaphase chromatin bridges and lagging chromosomes have served as a
useful indicator to study chromosome mis-segregation activities. However, in the last decade, the
discovery of a new form of DNA-bridging structure in anaphase cells termed ‘ultra-fine DNA bridges
(UFBs)’ [16,17] significantly advances our understanding on the relationship between DNA replication
and mitosis.
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Figure 1. Normal and abnormal chromosome segregation. (A) In each cell division cycle, sister
chromatid cohesion is established in S phase while DNA is being replicated. As cells enter mitosis,
the duplicated DNAs begin to condense through a process driven by the condensin complex. During
prometaphase-metaphase progression, kinetochores resided at the centromeric regions of chromatids
attach to microtubules that emanate from the opposite centrosomes, leading to the alignment of
chromosomes at the cell equator. Once every single chromosome is biorientated, the disjunction of sister
chromatids occurs at anaphase that ensures equal distribution of the chromosomes into two daughter
cells. (B) An abnormal fusion between sister chromatids generates bulky anaphase bridge formation.
If chromatin bridges are not resolved in anaphase/telophase, they can impair cell division and leads to
binucleated cells formation. On the other hand, if improper resolution/cleavage occurs, this can cause
chromosomal breakage and that predisposes to re-fusion events, leading to genomic rearrangements;
(C) Failure to establish chromosome biorientation (achieved by amphitelic kinetochore-spindle
attachment) can lead to imbalance chromosome transmission, leading to aneuploidy and promoting
chromosome rearrangements. Spindle attachment errors include microtubule connection on single
kinetochore (monotelic), attachment of two sister kinetochores from the same spindle pole (syntelic)
and attachment of a single kinetochore to microtubules emanating from two spindle poles (merotelic).

2. Classification of Ultra-Fine DNA Bridges

Ultra-fine DNA bridges are a form of stretched fine DNA linkage structures found in mammalian
anaphase cells, which have escaped detection for many years because of their ‘DNA dye-proof’
property and poor nucleosome association. In 2007, two groups reported independently that a DNA
translocase, Plk1-interacting checkpoint helicase (PICH), and a protein complex comprising Bloom’s
syndrome helicase (BLM), TOP3A and RMI1 (so-called BTR complex, see below), respectively, exhibit a
striking localization on thread-like structures linking separating chromatin masses in human anaphase
cells [16,17]. These observations led to the proposal of the existence of an ‘invisible’ DNA linkage
structure between the disjoined sister chromatids. Further labelling using bromodeoxyuridine (BrdU)
incorporation confirmed that they are DNA structures [17]. Apart from PICH and BLM complex, it
seems UFBs are also recognised by other nuclear factors as a very similar thread-like structure was
previously described in a study of the cytological localization of a protein called RIF1. Although
originally it was probably mis-interpreted as a cytoskeleton element in the midzone of anaphase
cells [18], RIF1 has now been shown to be one of the UFB-associated components (see below) [19].

Different types of UFBs have now been described and classified based on where they arise and
how they are induced [20–22]. It is generally believed that they include unresolved (1) double-stranded
DNA catenanes, (2) late replication intermediates (LRIs) or (3) homologous recombination (HR)
structures (Figure 2). The most common type of UFBs are those originating at centromeres (C-UFBs),
also known as non-Fanconi Anemia (FA)-associated UFBs (non-FA UFBs) because of the lack of the
FANCD2-FANCI protein (Fanconi Anemia complex) association (see below). Centromere-UFBs are
prevalent in almost all early stage anaphase cells and are believed to be caused by the topological
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intertwinement of double-stranded DNA (dsDNA) catenanes that have yet to be resolved by
topoisomerase IIα (TOP2A) [16,17,23]. Indeed, the amounts of non-FA UFBs are greatly increased
in cells treated with low doses of TOP2A inhibitors, such as bisdioxopiperazines of the ICRF
group [16,17,24,25], supporting the idea that unresolved catenation structures can induce UFBs.
During unperturbed conditions, UFBs are predominantly found at centromeres and rarely on other
chromosomal loci. A plausible explanation is that centromeric and pericentric DNA are preferentially
embraced by cohesin, a giant molecular ring complex for sister chromatid cohesion [26], which
could potentially prevent the completion of DNA decatenation. Indeed, suppression of the ‘prophase
pathway’ that removes cohesin from chromosomal arms significantly induces UFB formation [27].
Another reason for the persistence of dsDNA catenanes, although unlikely, may be due to incomplete
chromatin compaction at centromeric regions, as proper chromosome condensation is required for the
removal of DNA catenanes [28,29]. It is worth emphasizing that although many experiments have
shown that inhibition of DNA decatenation activity elevates UFB formation [16,17,24], this does not
directly prove that centromeric UFBs are exclusively a product of catenated molecules. Given the
highly repetitive nature of centromere sequences there remains a possibility that some of the C-UFBs
contain HR structures.

Recently, studies have also suggested that dsDNA catenanes and the resulting UFBs can arise at
ribosomal DNA regions (rDNA-UFBs) in chicken DT-40 cells [30,31]. This proposal is based on the
findings that PICH knockout (PICH−/− DT-40 cells show elevated frequencies of anaphase DNA
bridges at rDNA sites and PICH (even the ATPase-dead mutant) can stimulate TOP2A-mediated
decatenation activity in vitro. Besides, more interestingly, PICH also forms a so-called ‘PICH-body’
with enriched TOP2A protein at rDNA loci on chicken mitotic chromosomes. The formation of
the ‘PICH-body’ seems chicken cell-specific but it is intriguing why catenated structures preferably
accumulate at rDNA loci when PICH is absent. A possible explanation could be that full rDNA
condensation on chicken chromosomes may require extra decatenation action that is stimulated by
the formation of a ‘PICH/TOP2A-body’. As PICH seems to have an interplay with TOP2A in the
organization of chromosome arm architecture [32], the loss of PICH function (other than its proposed
DNA-bridge resolution function) prior to anaphase may cause improper chromosome organization at
rDNA regions, leading to the accumulation of DNA catenane intertwinements. However, it is again
possible that some UFBs arising at rDNA loci may also result from HR intermediates, simply due to its
highly repetitive nature, or from persistent RNA-DNA hybrids generated during rDNA transcription.

Apart from at centromeres and rDNA, UFBs can arise at ‘difficult-to-replicate’ genomic regions
known as common fragile sites (CFSs), particularly under replication stress conditions, such as under
mild treatment with the DNA polymerase inhibitor, aphidicolin [33]. However, unlike the C-UFBs
and rDNA-UFBs, the ones found at CFSs are associated with the FANCD2-FANCI protein complex at
their termini, thereby also known as FA-UFBs [25,34]. The formation of FA-UFBs is enhanced by the
inhibition of the HR pathway [35,36]. Therefore, it is strongly believed that the FA-UFBs represent the
incompletely replicated DNA intermediates that contain an under-replicated DNA region intertwining
the flanking duplicated sister chromatids. The FANCD2-FANCI complex has been shown to participate
in protecting stalled replication forks from degradation under replication stalling conditions [37].
The persistent association of FANCD2-FANCI complex at CFSs throughout mitosis may confer this
DNA protective function. Alternatively, it is also possible that the chromatin-bound FANCD2-FANCI
complex is trapped at CFSs during chromosome condensation and that prevents its dissociation
during mitosis. Nevertheless, due to the incomplete replication nature, the resolution of the replication
intermediate-associated UFBs is expected to generate DNA lesions, such as single-stranded DNA
overhangs or gapped molecules after mitotic exit. In fact, the replication stress-induced DNA bridging
lesions are transmitted into the successive G1 daughter cells and manifest as large nuclear bodies that
are composed of 53BP1, a non-homologous end-joining factor [38,39]. Strikingly, the 53BP1-nuclear
body structure persists throughout the entire G1 before their disassembly in the next S phase. It has
therefore been suggested that the repair of the transgenerational DNA lesions may not start until the
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next S phase onset, while the nuclear bodies act as a damage shelter in G1 to prevent any illegitimate
repair or rearrangements. Alternatively, the DNA breaks present in nuclear bodies may have been
fixed in G1 but the removal of the huge ‘epigenetic mark’ requires S-phase specific factors such as
components of the DNA replication machinery. Nevertheless, the function(s) of 53BP1-nuclear bodies
in G1 cells remain(s) mysterious.

Another genomic locus where UFBs reside are telomeres (T-UFB) [40–42]. T-UFBs are not normally
observed in unperturbed cells but seem to be specifically induced by over-expression of TRF2, a
component of the Shelterin complex that protects telomeres. It is proposed that the formation of
T-UFBs is not because of telomere-telomere chromosomal fusion as mentioned above, instead it is
caused by replication stalling that generates incomplete replication intermediates mimicking the
effects of replication stress [41]. However, aphidicolin treatment is not sufficient to trigger T-UFB
structures. Since telomeres also contain highly repetitive sequences, it cannot be ruled out that the
T-UFBs are also a product of unresolved homologous recombination intermediates that are generated
during the rescue or repair of stalled forks. Thus, it would be interesting to examine if the Fanconi
Anemia and 53BP1-nuclear bodies pathways are also activated at this specific genomic locus after
TRF2 overexpression.

In addition to replication intermediate-induced UFBs, recently, two groups have reported
the identification of HR-induced UFBs (HR-UFBs) in human cells, showing that these UFBs are
not associated with FANCD2 protein and their formation relies on homologous recombination
pathway activation. Importantly, both groups have established that HR-UFB structures seem very
potent to generate chromosome damage during mitotic exit [35,36]. Chan et al. demonstrated that
simultaneously inactivating two key Holliday junction resolvases, GEN1 and MUS81, leads to severe
mitotic chromosome segmentation and the accumulation of anaphase UFBs [36]. On the other hand,
Tiwari et al. found that partial inactivation of 53BP1, a negative regulator of the homologous
recombination pathway, in human cancer cells, also elevates the formation of UFBs and more
interestingly, the generation of signature chromosome rearrangements [35]. Furthermore, Tiwari et al.
also mapped that the HR-UFBs induced in the 53BP1-depleted cells lead to chromosome rearrangements
particularly at CFSs and centromeres, and further delineated a specific process named ‘sister chromatid
rupture-bridging’ for their formation, which is distinct from breakage-fusion-bridge cycle-mediated
genome rearrangements [35].

As discussed above, certain types of DNA entanglements are thought to preferentially arise
at particular genomic loci, for instance, dsDNA catenanes at centromeres whereas replication
intermediates arise at CFSs and telomeres. However, Tiwari et al. study highlights that a locus-based
classification of UFBs may not truly reflect the nature of DNA entanglements, as HR-UFBs can
also be found at both CFSs and centromeres [35]. Therefore, a multifaceted analysis is required to
define the nature of UFBs, especially when they are induced after inactivation of factors involving
DNA replication and repair. Alongside this, it is worth to note that the unresolved homologous
recombination intertwinements can also lead to the formation of distinct types of chromatin bridges and
laggards. Without both proper UFB and cytogenetic analyses, lagging chromosome/chromatin may be
mis-interpreted as a result of impaired kinetochore-spindle attachments, rather than the accumulation
of ultra-fine DNA entangling structures. Consequently, a comprehensive study of the features of UFBs
provides us with a better understanding on the complicated process of chromosome segregation.
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Figure 2. DNA metabolism generates potential DNA linkage structures intertwining sister DNA
strands. DNA duplication is achieved through a semiconservative replication process in which the
unreplicated DNA duplex template (black lines) is first separated, followed by the generation of two
new DNA strands by DNA polymerases (red lines). Due to the helical intertwining nature of the DNA
duplex, its unwinding produces supercoiling, which is subsequently converted into double-stranded
DNA catenation after replication (1). However, if the completion or termination of DNA replication fails,
such as under replication stress conditions, the under-replicated DNA regions can also intertwine sister
chromatids. These regions usually arise at late replication sites and manifests as double stalled forks
or replication intermediates (2). On the other hand, the rescue of the stalled or damaged replication
forks by homologous recombination (HR) reactions can also lead to sister chromatid intertwinements
via the generation of HR intermediates, such as D-loop and Holliday junctions (3). Prior to or during
mitosis, cells have to resolve all of these topological and covalent DNA linkages to allow faithful sister
chromatid disjunction to proceed. BTR: Bloom helicase/Topoisomerase IIIα/RecQ-mediated genome
instability protein complex 1 and 2; DSB: Double-stranded break; TOP2A: topoisomerase IIα; PICH:
Plk1-interacting checkpoint helicase.

3. Ultra-Fine DNA Bridge-Associated Factors

The discovery of the UFBs was through immunofluorescent staining of its associated factors. Thus
far the best well-known UFB associated factors are PICH translocase and BLM helicase. Plk1-interacting
checkpoint helicase, also known as DNA excision repair protein ERCC-6-like (ERCC6L), belongs to
the SNF2 family of ATPases and was described to interact with the mitotic kinase Polo-like kinase 1
(Plk1) through a ‘priming’ phosphorylation mechanism mediated by CDK1 [16]. Whereas PICH
mostly localizes in the cytoplasm during interphase, it re-locates to centromeres/kinetochores and
chromosome arms after nuclear envelope breakdown during mitosis and more strikingly it also
decorates along the length of UFB structures throughout anaphase. PICH was initially proposed to act
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as an activator of the spindle assembly checkpoint. However, this proposed function was later proven to
be due to an off-target effect of the PICH small interfering RNA (siRNA) oligos on the MAD2 checkpoint
protein expression [43]. Nevertheless, consistent data demonstrates that PICH plays a critical role in
chromosome architecture, organization and faithful chromosome segregation [16,32,44,45]. Knocking
out PICH causes embryonic lethality in mice and it is proposed to be caused by excessive DNA damage
generated during chromosome segregation [46]. Biochemical analyses show that PICH is a DNA
translocase that is able to displace triplex DNA molecules and branch migrate a ‘4-way’ junction
structure [47]. It has also been shown to remodel nucleosome positions [48]. However, this in vitro
activity was not reproducible by another research group [47]. Recently, using single molecule analyses,
PICH was found to exhibit a high binding affinity to duplex DNA especially when under stretching
tension [47,49]. This probably provides a good explanation of why PICH can specifically associate to
the DNA molecules of UFBs but not to the rest of DNA masses and also suggests that PICH may be the
primary sensor of UFB structures. Indeed, PICH depletion abolishes the loading of many other known
UFB-associated proteins including BLM and RIF1 (see below). Although PICH’s UFB binding property
is getting clearer, its molecular action(s) on UFBs remains a mystery. A recent report has shown that
PICH can stimulate TOP2A-mediated decatenation activity in vitro [30]. However, whether TOP2A is
able to catalyze decatenation on stretched DNA structures requires further investigation.

Another prominent UFB-binding factor is BLM helicase. BLM is a 3′-5′ DNA helicase that belongs
to the highly conserved family of RecQ helicases, which is known to be required for the maintenance of
genome integrity. Along with BLM, most mammals possess four other RecQ genes that encode Werner
syndrome protein (WRN), RECQ1, RECQ4, and RECQ5 [50,51]. However, apart from BLM, there is
still no strong evidence to demonstrate that the other RecQ helicases also participate in processing
UFBs in mitosis. In the absence of BLM, cells have defects in DNA replication [52,53] and elevated
levels of homologous recombination (HR) activities, which lead to increased spontaneous chromosome
breaks and sister chromatid exchanges [54,55]. Moreover, increased chromosome mis-segregation
including the formation of anaphase bridges, lagging chromosome/chromatin, micronuclei formation
and UFBs have also been reported [17,56]. BLM is well-known to physically and functionally interact
with a variety of proteins for the maintenance of genome integrity. The most well-known partners are
TOP3A [57,58], the RecQ-mediated genome instability protein complex 1 and 2 (RMI1 & 2) [59–61],
replication protein A (RPA) [62,63], BRCA1 (Breast cancer susceptibility gene product) [64], and FA
proteins [65,66].

TOP3A is a type IA topoisomerase, which has been shown to catalyze transient breaking and
re-joining of single-stranded DNA (ssDNA) to relieve the torsional stress introduced into negatively
supercoiled DNA when the complementary strands are separated by helicases [67–70]. When
BLM acts in concert with TOP3A, they can mediate a reaction called double-Holliday junction
dissolution, in which recombination structures are resolved through a co-action of branch migration of
double-Holliday junctions, followed by decatenation of the resulting hemi-catenanes. This reaction
generates exclusively non-crossover DNA products [71]. Actually, many of the cellular phenotypes
of BS can be explained by the loss of the dissolution activity. Two additional proteins, RMI1 and
RMI2, have been found to be essential for stabilizing the BLM complex [72,73], and they are also
found on UFB structures [17]. Recently, it was identified that mutations in TOP3A and RMI1 also
cause a Bloom’s syndrome-like disorder in humans [74]. The role of the BTR complex in dealing with
entangled, branched DNA recombination intermediates may explain its mitotic role in chromosome
segregation. The recruitment of the BTR complex to UFBs is PICH-dependent and is possibly mediated
through the interaction between the C-terminus of PICH and BLM [48]. Interestingly, despite the strong
interaction between BLM and TOP3A [58], a recent study suggested that they can be independently
recruited to UFBs [49].

How the PICH and BLM complex function to resolve UFBs remains largely unclear in the field.
However, the fact that TOP3A can act as ssDNA decatenase [69,70] and is able to resolve DNA
substrates, such as late replication structures and dsDNA catenanes in the presence of BLM [49]
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suggests that their co-operative action may be critical for UFB resolution. Moreover, it is almost
certain that UFBs are actively unwound by BLM helicase during anaphase, as the loading of RPA,
an indicator of single-stranded DNA formation, is virtually abolished in the absence of BLM or its
helicase activity [19,22,36]. It is conceivable that the generation of ssDNA regions on UFBs may allow
efficient cleavage or even spontaneous rupture to occur as it is believed that ‘naked’ ssDNA tends to
be more fragile than dsDNA. However, it remains undetermined if ssDNA molecules that are fully
coated by RPA are as fragile as their ‘naked’ form. Alternatively, the loading of RPA may trigger a
subsequent recruitment of other downstream effectors or nucleases that facilitates the resolution of
the DNA bridging structures. Interestingly, the Fanconi Anemia protein FANCM translocase, was
reported to localize to UFBs in a later stage of anaphase in a BLM-dependent manner [75]. However,
whether this is dependent on RPA requires further investigation.

Moreover, two other proteins have been recently identified as potential UFB-associated
factors—RIF1 (RAP1-interacting factor 1) and TOPBP1 (DNA Topoisomerase 2-binding protein 1).
RIF1 was originally identified as a telomere associated protein [76] and was shown to have roles, acting
downstream of ATM and 53BP1, in repairing DNA breaks [77,78] and controlling replication [79]. In
mitosis, it has also been presented as an UFB-associated factor that may facilitate the UFB resolution [19].
Although RIF1 is identified as a component of the BLM complex and acts with BLM in the recovery
of stalled replication forks [80], its recruitment to UFBs is independent of BLM helicase, although
requires PICH. In vitro experiments show that RIF1 interacts with both the N- and C-terminus of PICH.
However, deletions of these domains do not abolish RIF1’s loading onto UFBs in vivo. Thus, it is also
postulated that RIF1’s recruitment may not be mediated through direct PICH interaction but instead
may be triggered through the remodeling of UFB structures by PICH translocase activity [19]. Indeed,
RIF1 itself has been found to bind directly to some branched DNA structures such as replication forks
and 4-way junction substrates [80]. Alternatively, RIF1 may associate to UFBs via other PICH binding
partners that are independent of BLM, such as TOP3A and RMI1/2.

Another protein that has been claimed to associate to UFBs is TOPBP1 (DNA topoisomerase
2-binding protein 1). TOPBP1 is known to be required to facilitate efficient initiation of DNA replication
and cellular responses to DNA damage [81–83]. It has also been proposed to function during mitotic
progression because of its striking localization on centrosomes [84] and focal formation on mitotic
chromosome arms in chicken DT40 and human cancer cells [85]. Besides, it also exhibits a UFB-like
localization in anaphase [86]. However, different from other known UFB-associated factors, TOPBP1
seems to appear only on a sub-set of and in a short sub-region of UFB structures. More surprisingly,
its localization is independent of both BLM and PICH proteins [87], where the latter as mentioned
above is believed to be the primary UFB-binding protein recruiter. Given that TOPBP1 forms foci
on chromatin prior to the appearance of UFBs during anaphase, it is possible that TOPBP1, like
the FANCD2-FANCI complex, may act to ‘pre-mark’ some problematic or damaged regions that
subsequently give rise to a different form of DNA bridging structures. Therefore, unlike other bona
fide UFB-associated factors, TOPBP1 may start to function earlier during mitosis. Indeed, it has been
shown to recruit SLX4 [85], a key component for structure-specific endonuclease assembly, which may
facilitate the cleavage of branched or entangled DNA molecules on chromosomes. Structural studies
reveal that TOPBP1 contains eight BRCT domains, suggesting a ‘scaffold-like’ role for protein-protein
recruitment [88]. Recently, it has been found that the seventh and eighth BRCT domains of TOPBP1
are required to interact with TOP2A and thus suggests a role in the recruitment of TOP2A to UFBs
for DNA decatenation during mitosis [87]. Although an interaction was observed in vitro, TOP2A is
always poorly detected along the length of UFBs and can only be visualized as punctuate foci on the
UFB-like structures by proximity ligation assay [87]. Thus, it seems that the recruitment of TOP2A
by TOPBP1, if it occurs, is unlikely merely mediated through their direct interaction. It may be also
influenced by localized DNA structures. A summary of the assembly of these UFB-binding factors is
presented in Figure 3.
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Malfunctions of UFB-binding factors have been described to elevate the formation of UFBs, which
supports the idea of their potential role in the UFB resolution pathway during mitosis. However,
it should be emphasized that all of the UFB-binding factors, except PICH translocase, also have
important functions during DNA replication, recombination and repair in interphase cells. Therefore,
caution should always be taken when interpreting phenotypes of chromosome mis-segregation in these
mutants, as they may not necessarily reflect solely the loss of their potential UFB-resolution activities.
Instead it could also be as a consequence of increased formation and accumulation of abnormal DNA
intertwinements arising during S phase.
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Figure 3. A proposed model of the assembly of the ultra-fine DNA bridge (UFB)-associated factors
on UFB structures. (Top) Schematic representation of the formation of ultra-fine DNA bridges, which
connect sister chromatids together in anaphase. The right image panel shows early and mid anaphase
cells displaying ultra-fine DNA bridges (unpublished images). (Bottom) At the onset of anaphase, DNA
molecules that intertwine sister chromatids are under the spindle pulling tension. The stretching forces
may cause DNA conformational changes and hence initiates the binding of PICH translocase to the
double-stranded DNA (dsDNA) region of the UFB. The BLM/TOP3A/RMI1-2 (BTR) complex and RIF1
protein are also recruited, respectively, probably by protein-protein interactions with PICH through its
different domains. The BLM helicase subsequently unwinds the DNA duplex into single-stranded DNA
(ssDNA), which allows the loading of replication protein A (RPA). In parallel, FANCM translocase is
also recruited in a BLM-dependent manner. A sub-region of a sub-set of UFB structures is recognized
by TOPBP1 in a PICH and BLM-independent manner, which may recruit TOP2A to a specific site of
UFBs for decatenation. The right image panel shows the differential localization of PICH translocase
and RPA70 to the dsDNA and ssDNA regions of a UFB, respectively, in an anaphase cell of GM00637
normal diploid fibroblast, scale bar; 5 µm (unpublished images).

4. How Are Different Types of Ultra-Fine DNA Bridges Resolved?

It is becoming clearer what kind of DNA intertwining structures can give rise to UFBs.
Nevertheless, it remains a big question in the field yet to be answered about how these entanglements
are properly resolved during mitosis and what their impacts on genome integrity are. As discussed
above, UFBs in general can be categorized as persistent (1) dsDNA catenanes, (2) late replication
intermediates or (3) homologous recombination structures. Given their structural differences, it is
reasonable to think that distinct resolution pathways may be employed for their individual resolution.
However, regardless of their origins, it seems that all UFBs are recognized by both PICH and BLM
complex, which may indicate that this complex probably plays a key role to activate (different)
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resolution pathways. To resolve dsDNA catenation-induced UFBs, TOP2A is believed to be the most
suitable candidate. It is well-known that TOP2A is a potent enzyme to catalyze decatenation of
dsDNAs [89]. Its enrichment at centromeres during mitosis suggests that residual topological DNA
linkages may persist. Under normal circumstances, TOP2A is probably fully capable of resolving
most, if not all, catenaned DNA molecules. However, it is unclear if the same reactivity occurs
on the catenated structure that are under strong tension, such as in the situation of anaphase UFB
formation. The stretching condition may hinder or reduce TOP2A’s DNA binding or decatenation
activity. Therefore, it is conceivable that PICH/BLM complex serves as a co-activator, or even as
an alternative decatenase in order to resolve ‘stretched DNA catenation molecules’ refractory to
the cleavage of TOP2A. Further single molecule experiments will help to address this possibility.
Nevertheless, it is almost certain that the decatenation or resolution process is extremely fast in vivo,
as virtually all UFBs arising between sister centromeres disappear within minutes after anaphase
onset [16].

In contrast to full dsDNA catenanes that topologically inter-link sister DNAs, late replication
intermediates (LRIs) intertwine sister chromatids through their under-replicated DNA region. Because
DNA replication has not been completed, the resolution or cleavage of LRI structures will inevitably
create DNA breaks or ssDNA regions, which can pose a severe threat to genome integrity. Figure 4
depicts two possible scenarios that cells may utilize in order to disjoin LRI-induced UFBs during
mitosis. The first one does not involve cleavage of the branched DNA molecules, instead it requires
TOP3A to disjoin the ssDNA hemi-catenanes that are generated by BLM-mediated unwinding or
spindle pulling action. It is possible that TOP1 may also be involved to relieve the torsional stress [90]
created during the separation of the DNA strands during anaphase. The second pathway requires
‘DNA pre-cleavage’ by structure-specific nucleases. In fact, studies have shown that SMX tri-nucleases
comprising of SLX1-4, Mus81-EME1 and XPF-ERCC1 [91] are located at the chromosomal sites; e.g.,
CFSs, where are the hotspot of the formation of the FA-associated UFBs [92]. It may be argued that
DNA cleavage at stalled forks could potentially lead to fork collapse and DNA fragmentation [93].
However, if it occurs after chromosome condensation, the broken chromatid arms could remain held
and tethered together [94,95]. In support of the cleavage model, Mus81 has been shown to promote
common fragile site expression in human mitotic cells [96]. On the other hand, the presence of the
FANCD2-FANCI complex, as discussed above, may protect the DNA breaks from excessive processing
or resection until anaphase onset. During chromosome disjunction, the last step to resolve the resulting
UFB is to unwind the partial DNA duplex into ssDNA. This model could explain why the PICH and
BLM complex always decorate along the length of UFBs whereas FANCD2-FANCI complex locate at
their termini. No matter which model is involved, active BLM helicase activity seems to be critical.

Lastly, how might HR-mediated UFBs be resolved? HR structures are considered as a type of
covalently linked DNA entanglement between sister chromatids. It has been suggested that there are
two pathways for their resolution. Similarly, one requires BTR complex but without the involvement
of DNA nucleases, which is called double-Holliday junction dissolution. The second pathway is
dependent on SMX tri-nucleases or a HJ-specific endonuclease, GEN1/YEN1 and requires DNA
cleavage [91,97]. It is believed that most of the HJ structures are resolved during interphase via
the double-Holliday junction dissolution pathway. The residual HR structures are then cleaved by
SMX tri-nucleases and GEN1 during mitosis [98]. These two different enzymatic reactions most likely
provide a sufficient clearance capacity to ensure sister chromatids are free of homologous recombination
inter-linkage structures that otherwise hinder normal chromosome disjunction. The fact that cells
evolve multiple ways to resolve homologous recombination intermediates may indicate that these
structures are highly problematic or toxic. Indeed, two recent studies have found that the accumulation
of homologous recombination structures can lead to severe chromosome mis-segregation during
mitosis and genome rearrangements in offspring cells. Although HR-UFBs are also recognized by
PICH and the BTR complex, it seems that they are inefficient to remove them properly. In parallel, the
HR-UFBs induced in the 53BP1-depleted cells also result in characteristic rupture of sister chromatids.
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Therefore, these studies indicate that PICH and the BTR complex may not be designed to deal with
HR-mediated DNA bridging molecules in mitosis.
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Figure 4. Possible resolution pathways to disjoin late replication intermediate structures during mitosis.
Under replication stress conditions, cells may fail to complete DNA replication prior to mitosis, which
leaves under-replicated regions. The FANCD2-FANCI complex is then recruited to these sites, most
likely to rescue or stabilize the stalled forks. During sister chromatid disjunction, the under-replicated
region may be converted into the ultra-fine DNA bridge structure, possibly either through the melting
of the under-replicated DNA duplex by the spindle pulling forces or via the unwinding by BLM
helicase activity (Left). As a result, a structure containing both single-stranded DNA and positive
supercoiling is produced, which can turn into hemi-catenane structures that can be subsequently
resolved by TOP3A. Alternatively, as under-replicated structures contain branched junctions between
the fully and under-duplicated regions, structure-specific nucleases (e.g., SMX tri-nucleases) may
be employed to first cleave the DNA linkages prior to or during chromosome segregation (Right).
The separation of the cleaved sister chromatids will then produce a UFB structure comprising mainly
DNA duplex of the under-replication region. The resolution of the DNA bridge linkage can be
mediated by the BLM-dependent unwinding reaction without the involvement of ssDNA decatenation.
However, the former pathway will produce single-stranded DNA gaps whereas the latter will generate
single-stranded overhangs structures. BTR: Bloom helicase/Topoisomerase IIIα/RecQ-mediated
genome instability protein complex 1 and 2; FA: Fanconi Anemia; FANCD2-FANCI: Fanconi Anemia
complex; RPA: Replication protein A; PICH: Plk1-interacting checkpoint helicase; BTR: SMX: SLX1-4,
Mus81-EME1 and XPF-ERCC1.
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5. Conclusions

The discovery of UFBs provides an important link between the activities of DNA replication and
repair throughout interphase, to chromosome segregation during mitosis. It also highlights that many
DNA metabolism factors in fact contribute extremely important functions outside of interphase in
order to facilitate mitosis. Moreover, the specific signatures of DNA lesions associated with different
types of UFBs also provide us with a new direction to the understanding of how complex gross
chromosome rearrangements may arise and evolve in tumor cells. Although it remains a challenge to
understand how cells deal with UFB-linkage structures during mitosis and how the resulting DNA
lesions impact genome integrity in the successive cell generations, future work will definitely provide
further valuable knowledge on the mechanisms of genome stability maintenance. In addition, future
studies should not be limited to the UFB resolution pathways but also include how the formation of
these potentially dangerous DNA intertwining molecules is suppressed and avoided.

Author Contributions: Both authors discussed and wrote the manuscript.

Funding: This research was funded by Sir Henry Dale Fellowship [Ref: 104178/Z/14/Z] from Wellcome Trust
and the Royal Society and The APC was funded by Wellcome Trust and the Royal Society.

Acknowledgments: We would like to thank members of the Chromosome Dynamics and Stability Group for
helpful discussion and especially thank Owen Addis Jones for editing the manuscript.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References

1. Potapova, T.; Gorbsky, G.J. The Consequences of Chromosome Segregation Errors in Mitosis and Meiosis.
Biology 2017, 6, 12. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

2. McClintock, B. The Behavior in Successive Nuclear Divisions of a Chromosome Broken at Meiosis. Proc. Natl.
Acad. Sci. USA 1939, 25, 405–416. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

3. McClintock, B. The Fusion of Broken Ends of Chromosomes Following Nuclear Fusion. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci.
USA 1942, 28, 458–463. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

4. Steigemann, P.; Wurzenberger, C.; Schmitz, M.H.; Held, M.; Guizetti, J.; Maar, S.; Gerlich, D.W. Aurora
B-mediated abscission checkpoint protects against tetraploidization. Cell 2009, 136, 473–484. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

5. Pampalona, J.; Frias, C.; Genesca, A.; Tusell, L. Progressive telomere dysfunction causes cytokinesis failure
and leads to the accumulation of polyploid cells. PLoS Genet. 2012, 8, e1002679. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

6. Lopez, V.; Barinova, N.; Onishi, M.; Pobiega, S.; Pringle, J.R.; Dubrana, K.; Marcand, S. Cytokinesis breaks
dicentric chromosomes preferentially at pericentromeric regions and telomere fusions. Genes Dev. 2015, 29,
322–336. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

7. Maciejowski, J.; Li, Y.; Bosco, N.; Campbell, P.J.; de Lange, T. Chromothripsis and Kataegis Induced by
Telomere Crisis. Cell 2015, 163, 1641–1654. [CrossRef]

8. Hong, Y.; Sonneville, R.; Wang, B.; Scheidt, V.; Meier, B.; Woglar, A.; Demetriou, S.; Labib, K.; Jantsch, V.;
Gartner, A. LEM-3 is a midbody-tethered DNA nuclease that resolves chromatin bridges during late mitosis.
Nat. Commun. 2018, 9, 728. [CrossRef]

9. Hong, Y.; Velkova, M.; Silva, N.; Jagut, M.; Scheidt, V.; Labib, K.; Jantsch, V.; Gartner, A. The conserved
LEM-3/Ankle1 nuclease is involved in the combinatorial regulation of meiotic recombination repair and
chromosome segregation in Caenorhabditis elegans. PLoS Genet. 2018, 14, e1007453. [CrossRef]

10. Holland, A.J.; Cleveland, D.W. Boveri revisited: Chromosomal instability, aneuploidy and tumorigenesis.
Nat. Rev. Mol. Cell Biol. 2009, 10, 478–487. [CrossRef]

11. Cimini, D.; Howell, B.; Maddox, P.; Khodjakov, A.; Degrassi, F.; Salmon, E.D. Merotelic kinetochore
orientation is a major mechanism of aneuploidy in mitotic mammalian tissue cells. J. Cell Biol. 2001,
153, 517–527. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

12. Janssen, A.; van der Burg, M.; Szuhai, K.; Kops, G.J.; Medema, R.H. Chromosome segregation errors as a
cause of DNA damage and structural chromosome aberrations. Science 2011, 333, 1895–1898. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/biology6010012
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28208750
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.25.8.405
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16577924
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.28.11.458
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16578057
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2008.12.020
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19203582
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pgen.1002679
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22570622
http://dx.doi.org/10.1101/gad.254664.114
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25644606
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2015.11.054
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41467-018-03135-w
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pgen.1007453
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nrm2718
http://dx.doi.org/10.1083/jcb.153.3.517
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11331303
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1210214
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21960636


Genes 2018, 9, 623 13 of 16

13. Crasta, K.; Ganem, N.J.; Dagher, R.; Lantermann, A.B.; Ivanova, E.V.; Pan, Y.; Nezi, L.; Protopopov, A.;
Chowdhury, D.; Pellman, D. DNA breaks and chromosome pulverization from errors in mitosis. Nature
2012, 482, 53–58. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

14. Zhang, C.Z.; Spektor, A.; Cornils, H.; Francis, J.M.; Jackson, E.K.; Liu, S.; Meyerson, M.; Pellman, D.
Chromothripsis from DNA damage in micronuclei. Nature 2015, 522, 179–184. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

15. Ly, P.; Teitz, L.S.; Kim, D.H.; Shoshani, O.; Skaletsky, H.; Fachinetti, D.; Page, D.C.; Cleveland, D.W. Selective
Y centromere inactivation triggers chromosome shattering in micronuclei and repair by non-homologous
end joining. Nat. Cell Biol. 2017, 19, 68–75. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

16. Baumann, C.; Korner, R.; Hofmann, K.; Nigg, E.A. PICH, a centromere-associated SNF2 family ATPase, is
regulated by Plk1 and required for the spindle checkpoint. Cell 2007, 128, 101–114. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

17. Chan, K.L.; North, P.S.; Hickson, I.D. BLM is required for faithful chromosome segregation and its localization
defines a class of ultrafine anaphase bridges. EMBO J. 2007, 26, 3397–3409. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

18. Xu, L.; Blackburn, E.H. Human Rif1 protein binds aberrant telomeres and aligns along anaphase midzone
microtubules. J. Cell Biol. 2004, 167, 819–830. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

19. Hengeveld, R.C.; de Boer, H.R.; Schoonen, P.M.; de Vries, E.G.; Lens, S.M.; van Vugt, M.A. Rif1 Is Required for
Resolution of Ultrafine DNA Bridges in Anaphase to Ensure Genomic Stability. Dev. Cell 2015, 34, 466–474.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

20. Chan, K.L.; Hickson, I.D. On the origins of ultra-fine anaphase bridges. Cell Cycle 2009, 8, 3065–3066.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

21. Bizard, A.H.; Hickson, I.D. Anaphase: A fortune-teller of genomic instability. Curr. Opin. Cell Biol. 2018, 52,
112–119. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

22. Chan, Y.W.; West, S.C. A new class of ultrafine anaphase bridges generated by homologous recombination.
Cell Cycle 2018, 17, 2101–2109. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

23. Spence, J.M.; Phua, H.H.; Mills, W.; Carpenter, A.J.; Porter, A.C.; Farr, C.J. Depletion of topoisomerase IIalpha
leads to shortening of the metaphase interkinetochore distance and abnormal persistence of PICH-coated
anaphase threads. J. Cell Sci. 2007, 120, 3952–3964. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

24. Wang, L.H.; Schwarzbraun, T.; Speicher, M.R.; Nigg, E.A. Persistence of DNA threads in human anaphase
cells suggests late completion of sister chromatid decatenation. Chromosoma 2008, 117, 123–135. [CrossRef]

25. Chan, K.L.; Palmai-Pallag, T.; Ying, S.; Hickson, I.D. Replication stress induces sister-chromatid bridging at
fragile site loci in mitosis. Nat. Cell Biol. 2009, 11, 753–760. [CrossRef]

26. Waizenegger, I.C.; Hauf, S.; Meinke, A.; Peters, J.M. Two distinct pathways remove mammalian cohesin from
chromosome arms in prophase and from centromeres in anaphase. Cell 2000, 103, 399–410. [CrossRef]

27. Haarhuis, J.H.; Elbatsh, A.M.; van den Broek, B.; Camps, D.; Erkan, H.; Jalink, K.; Medema, R.H.;
Rowland, B.D. WAPL-mediated removal of cohesin protects against segregation errors and aneuploidy.
Curr. Biol. 2013, 23, 2071–2077. [CrossRef]

28. Piskadlo, E.; Tavares, A.; Oliveira, R.A. Metaphase chromosome structure is dynamically maintained by
condensin I-directed DNA (de)catenation. eLife 2017, 6. [CrossRef]

29. Hirano, T. Chromosome Dynamics during Mitosis. Cold Spring Harb. Perspect. Biol. 2015, 7. [CrossRef]
30. Nielsen, C.F.; Huttner, D.; Bizard, A.H.; Hirano, S.; Li, T.N.; Palmai-Pallag, T.; Bjerregaard, V.A.; Liu, Y.;

Nigg, E.A.; Wang, L.H.; et al. PICH promotes sister chromatid disjunction and co-operates with topoisomerase
II in mitosis. Nat. Commun. 2015, 6, 8962. [CrossRef]

31. Nielsen, C.F.; Hickson, I.D. PICH promotes mitotic chromosome segregation: Identification of a novel role in
rDNA disjunction. Cell Cycle 2016, 15, 2704–2711. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

32. Kurasawa, Y.; Yu-Lee, L.Y. PICH and cotargeted Plk1 coordinately maintain prometaphase chromosome arm
architecture. Mol. Biol. Cell 2010, 21, 1188–1199. [CrossRef]

33. Glover, T.W.; Wilson, T.E.; Arlt, M.F. Fragile sites in cancer: More than meets the eye. Nat. Rev. Cancer 2017,
17, 489–501. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

34. Naim, V.; Rosselli, F. The FANC pathway and BLM collaborate during mitosis to prevent micro-nucleation
and chromosome abnormalities. Nat. Cell Biol. 2009, 11, 761–768. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

35. Tiwari, A.; Addis Jones, O.; Chan, K.L. 53BP1 can limit sister-chromatid rupture and rearrangements driven
by a distinct ultrafine DNA bridging-breakage process. Nat. Commun. 2018, 9, 677. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

36. Chan, Y.W.; Fugger, K.; West, S.C. Unresolved recombination intermediates lead to ultra-fine anaphase
bridges, chromosome breaks and aberrations. Nat. Cell Biol. 2018, 20, 92–103. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature10802
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22258507
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature14493
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26017310
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/ncb3450
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27918550
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2006.11.041
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17218258
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/sj.emboj.7601777
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17599064
http://dx.doi.org/10.1083/jcb.200408181
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15583028
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.devcel.2015.06.014
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26256213
http://dx.doi.org/10.4161/cc.8.19.9513
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19755843
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ceb.2018.02.012
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29525475
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15384101.2018.1515555
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30253678
http://dx.doi.org/10.1242/jcs.013730
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17956945
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00412-007-0131-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/ncb1882
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0092-8674(00)00132-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2013.09.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.7554/eLife.26120
http://dx.doi.org/10.1101/cshperspect.a015792
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/ncomms9962
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15384101.2016.1222336
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27565185
http://dx.doi.org/10.1091/mbc.e09-11-0950
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nrc.2017.52
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28740117
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/ncb1883
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19465921
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41467-018-03098-y
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29445165
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41556-017-0011-1
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29255170


Genes 2018, 9, 623 14 of 16

37. Schlacher, K.; Wu, H.; Jasin, M. A distinct replication fork protection pathway connects Fanconi anemia
tumor suppressors to RAD51-BRCA1/2. Cancer Cell 2012, 22, 106–116. [CrossRef]

38. Lukas, C.; Savic, V.; Bekker-Jensen, S.; Doil, C.; Neumann, B.; Pedersen, R.S.; Grofte, M.; Chan, K.L.;
Hickson, I.D.; Bartek, J.; et al. 53BP1 nuclear bodies form around DNA lesions generated by mitotic
transmission of chromosomes under replication stress. Nat. Cell Biol. 2011, 13, 243–253. [CrossRef]

39. Harrigan, J.A.; Belotserkovskaya, R.; Coates, J.; Dimitrova, D.S.; Polo, S.E.; Bradshaw, C.R.; Fraser, P.;
Jackson, S.P. Replication stress induces 53BP1-containing OPT domains in G1 cells. J. Cell Biol. 2011, 193,
97–108. [CrossRef]

40. Barefield, C.; Karlseder, J. The BLM helicase contributes to telomere maintenance through processing of
late-replicating intermediate structures. Nucleic Acids Res. 2012, 40, 7358–7367. [CrossRef]

41. Nera, B.; Huang, H.S.; Lai, T.; Xu, L. Elevated levels of TRF2 induce telomeric ultrafine anaphase bridges
and rapid telomere deletions. Nat. Commun. 2015, 6, 10132. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

42. D’Alcontres, M.S.; Palacios, J.A.; Mejias, D.; Blasco, M.A. TopoIIalpha prevents telomere fragility and
formation of ultra thin DNA bridges during mitosis through TRF1-dependent binding to telomeres. Cell Cycle
2014, 13, 1463–1481. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

43. Hubner, N.C.; Wang, L.H.; Kaulich, M.; Descombes, P.; Poser, I.; Nigg, E.A. Re-examination of siRNA
specificity questions role of PICH and Tao1 in the spindle checkpoint and identifies Mad2 as a sensitive
target for small RNAs. Chromosoma 2010, 119, 149–165. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

44. Kaulich, M.; Cubizolles, F.; Nigg, E.A. On the regulation, function, and localization of the DNA-dependent
ATPase PICH. Chromosoma 2012, 121, 395–408. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

45. Leng, M.; Besusso, D.; Jung, S.Y.; Wang, Y.; Qin, J. Targeting Plk1 to chromosome arms and regulating
chromosome compaction by the PICH ATPase. Cell Cycle 2008, 7, 1480–1489. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

46. Albers, E.; Sbroggio, M.; Pladevall-Morera, D.; Bizard, A.H.; Avram, A.; Gonzalez, P.; Martin-Gonzalez, J.;
Hickson, I.D.; Lopez-Contreras, A.J. Loss of PICH Results in Chromosomal Instability, p53 Activation, and
Embryonic Lethality. Cell Rep. 2018, 24, 3274–3284. [CrossRef]

47. Biebricher, A.; Hirano, S.; Enzlin, J.H.; Wiechens, N.; Streicher, W.W.; Huttner, D.; Wang, L.H.; Nigg, E.A.;
Owen-Hughes, T.; Liu, Y.; et al. PICH: A DNA translocase specially adapted for processing anaphase bridge
DNA. Mol. Cell 2013, 51, 691–701. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

48. Ke, Y.; Huh, J.W.; Warrington, R.; Li, B.; Wu, N.; Leng, M.; Zhang, J.; Ball, H.L.; Li, B.; Yu, H. PICH and BLM
limit histone association with anaphase centromeric DNA threads and promote their resolution. EMBO J.
2011, 30, 3309–3321. [CrossRef]

49. Sarlos, K.; Biebricher, A.S.; Bizard, A.H.; Bakx, J.A.M.; Ferrete-Bonastre, A.G.; Modesti, M.; Paramasivam, M.;
Yao, Q.; Peterman, E.J.G.; Wuite, G.J.L.; et al. Reconstitution of anaphase DNA bridge recognition and
disjunction. Nat. Struct. Mol. Biol. 2018, 25, 868–876. [CrossRef]

50. Chu, W.K.; Hickson, I.D. RecQ helicases: Multifunctional genome caretakers. Nat. Rev. Cancer 2009, 9,
644–654. [CrossRef]

51. Hickson, I.D. RecQ helicases: Caretakers of the genome. Nat. Rev. Cancer 2003, 3, 169–178. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

52. Lonn, U.; Lonn, S.; Nylen, U.; Winblad, G.; German, J. An abnormal profile of DNA replication intermediates
in Bloom’s syndrome. Cancer Res. 1990, 50, 3141–3145. [PubMed]

53. Bachrati, C.Z.; Hickson, I.D. RecQ helicases: Guardian angels of the DNA replication fork. Chromosoma 2008,
117, 219–233. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

54. Chaganti, R.S.; Schonberg, S.; German, J. A manyfold increase in sister chromatid exchanges in Bloom’s
syndrome lymphocytes. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 1974, 71, 4508–4512. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

55. Bachrati, C.Z.; Hickson, I.D. RecQ helicases: Suppressors of tumorigenesis and premature aging. Biochem. J.
2003, 374, 577–606. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

56. Rosin, M.P.; German, J. Evidence for chromosome instability in vivo in Bloom syndrome: Increased numbers
of micronuclei in exfoliated cells. Hum. Genet. 1985, 71, 187–191. [CrossRef]

57. Wu, L.; Davies, S.L.; North, P.S.; Goulaouic, H.; Riou, J.F.; Turley, H.; Gatter, K.C.; Hickson, I.D. The Bloom’s
syndrome gene product interacts with topoisomerase III. J. Biol. Chem. 2000, 275, 9636–9644. [CrossRef]

58. Hu, P.; Beresten, S.F.; van Brabant, A.J.; Ye, T.Z.; Pandolfi, P.P.; Johnson, F.B.; Guarente, L.; Ellis, N.A. Evidence
for BLM and Topoisomerase IIIalpha interaction in genomic stability. Hum. Mol. Genet. 2001, 10, 1287–1298.
[CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ccr.2012.05.015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/ncb2201
http://dx.doi.org/10.1083/jcb.201011083
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/nar/gks407
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/ncomms10132
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26640040
http://dx.doi.org/10.4161/cc.28419
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24626180
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00412-009-0244-2
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19904549
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00412-012-0370-0
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22527115
http://dx.doi.org/10.4161/cc.7.10.5951
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18418076
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.celrep.2018.08.071
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.molcel.2013.07.016
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23973328
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/emboj.2011.226
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41594-018-0123-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nrc2682
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nrc1012
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12612652
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/2110504
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00412-007-0142-4
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18188578
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.71.11.4508
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/4140506
http://dx.doi.org/10.1042/bj20030491
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12803543
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00284570
http://dx.doi.org/10.1074/jbc.275.13.9636
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/hmg/10.12.1287


Genes 2018, 9, 623 15 of 16

59. Yin, J.; Sobeck, A.; Xu, C.; Meetei, A.R.; Hoatlin, M.; Li, L.; Wang, W. BLAP75, an essential component
of Bloom’s syndrome protein complexes that maintain genome integrity. EMBO J. 2005, 24, 1465–1476.
[CrossRef]

60. Singh, T.R.; Ali, A.M.; Busygina, V.; Raynard, S.; Fan, Q.; Du, C.H.; Andreassen, P.R.; Sung, P.; Meetei, A.R.
BLAP18/RMI2, a novel OB-fold-containing protein, is an essential component of the Bloom helicase-double
Holliday junction dissolvasome. Genes Dev. 2008, 22, 2856–2868. [CrossRef]

61. Xu, D.; Guo, R.; Sobeck, A.; Bachrati, C.Z.; Yang, J.; Enomoto, T.; Brown, G.W.; Hoatlin, M.E.; Hickson, I.D.;
Wang, W. RMI, a new OB-fold complex essential for Bloom syndrome protein to maintain genome stability.
Genes Dev. 2008, 22, 2843–2855. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

62. Brosh, R.M., Jr.; Li, J.L.; Kenny, M.K.; Karow, J.K.; Cooper, M.P.; Kureekattil, R.P.; Hickson, I.D.; Bohr, V.A.
Replication protein A physically interacts with the Bloom’s syndrome protein and stimulates its helicase
activity. J. Biol. Chem. 2000, 275, 23500–23508. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

63. Doherty, K.M.; Sommers, J.A.; Gray, M.D.; Lee, J.W.; von Kobbe, C.; Thoma, N.H.; Kureekattil, R.P.;
Kenny, M.K.; Brosh, R.M., Jr. Physical and functional mapping of the replication protein a interaction
domain of the werner and bloom syndrome helicases. J. Biol. Chem. 2005, 280, 29494–29505. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

64. Wang, Y.; Cortez, D.; Yazdi, P.; Neff, N.; Elledge, S.J.; Qin, J. BASC, a super complex of BRCA1-associated
proteins involved in the recognition and repair of aberrant DNA structures. Genes Dev. 2000, 14, 927–939.
[PubMed]

65. Meetei, A.R.; Sechi, S.; Wallisch, M.; Yang, D.; Young, M.K.; Joenje, H.; Hoatlin, M.E.; Wang, W. A multiprotein
nuclear complex connects Fanconi anemia and Bloom syndrome. Mol. Cell. Biol. 2003, 23, 3417–3426.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

66. Deans, A.J.; West, S.C. FANCM connects the genome instability disorders Bloom’s Syndrome and Fanconi
Anemia. Mol. Cell 2009, 36, 943–953. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

67. Wallis, J.W.; Chrebet, G.; Brodsky, G.; Rolfe, M.; Rothstein, R. A hyper-recombination mutation in S. cerevisiae
identifies a novel eukaryotic topoisomerase. Cell 1989, 58, 409–419. [CrossRef]

68. Vos, S.M.; Tretter, E.M.; Schmidt, B.H.; Berger, J.M. All tangled up: How cells direct, manage and exploit
topoisomerase function. Nat. Rev. Mol. Cell Biol. 2011, 12, 827–841. [CrossRef]

69. Yang, J.; Bachrati, C.Z.; Ou, J.; Hickson, I.D.; Brown, G.W. Human topoisomerase IIIalpha is a single-stranded
DNA decatenase that is stimulated by BLM and RMI1. J. Biol. Chem. 2010, 285, 21426–21436. [CrossRef]

70. Wu, L.; Hickson, I.D. The Bloom’s syndrome helicase stimulates the activity of human topoisomerase IIIalpha.
Nucleic Acids Res. 2002, 30, 4823–4829. [CrossRef]

71. Wu, L.; Hickson, I.D. The Bloom’s syndrome helicase suppresses crossing over during homologous
recombination. Nature 2003, 426, 870–874. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

72. Raynard, S.; Bussen, W.; Sung, P. A double Holliday junction dissolvasome comprising BLM, topoisomerase
IIIalpha, and BLAP75. J. Biol. Chem. 2006, 281, 13861–13864. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

73. Wang, F.; Yang, Y.; Singh, T.R.; Busygina, V.; Guo, R.; Wan, K.; Wang, W.; Sung, P.; Meetei, A.R.; Lei, M.
Crystal structures of RMI1 and RMI2, two OB-fold regulatory subunits of the BLM complex. Structure 2010,
18, 1159–1170. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

74. Martin, C.A.; Sarlos, K.; Logan, C.V.; Thakur, R.S.; Parry, D.A.; Bizard, A.H.; Leitch, A.; Cleal, L.; Ali, N.S.;
Al-Owain, M.A.; et al. Mutations in TOP3A Cause a Bloom Syndrome-like Disorder. Am. J. Hum. Genet.
2018, 103, 456. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

75. Vinciguerra, P.; Godinho, S.A.; Parmar, K.; Pellman, D.; D’Andrea, A.D. Cytokinesis failure occurs in Fanconi
anemia pathway-deficient murine and human bone marrow hematopoietic cells. J. Clin. Investig. 2010, 120,
3834–3842. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

76. Hardy, C.F.; Sussel, L.; Shore, D. A RAP1-interacting protein involved in transcriptional silencing and
telomere length regulation. Genes Dev. 1992, 6, 801–814. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

77. Silverman, J.; Takai, H.; Buonomo, S.B.; Eisenhaber, F.; de Lange, T. Human Rif1, ortholog of a yeast telomeric
protein, is regulated by ATM and 53BP1 and functions in the S-phase checkpoint. Genes Dev. 2004, 18,
2108–2119. [CrossRef]

78. Escribano-Diaz, C.; Orthwein, A.; Fradet-Turcotte, A.; Xing, M.; Young, J.T.; Tkac, J.; Cook, M.A.;
Rosebrock, A.P.; Munro, M.; Canny, M.D.; et al. A cell cycle-dependent regulatory circuit composed
of 53BP1-RIF1 and BRCA1-CtIP controls DNA repair pathway choice. Mol. Cell 2013, 49, 872–883. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/sj.emboj.7600622
http://dx.doi.org/10.1101/gad.1725108
http://dx.doi.org/10.1101/gad.1708608
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18923082
http://dx.doi.org/10.1074/jbc.M001557200
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10825162
http://dx.doi.org/10.1074/jbc.M500653200
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15965237
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10783165
http://dx.doi.org/10.1128/MCB.23.10.3417-3426.2003
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12724401
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.molcel.2009.12.006
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20064461
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0092-8674(89)90855-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nrm3228
http://dx.doi.org/10.1074/jbc.M110.123216
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/nar/gkf611
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature02253
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14685245
http://dx.doi.org/10.1074/jbc.C600051200
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16595695
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.str.2010.06.008
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20826342
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ajhg.2018.08.012
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30193137
http://dx.doi.org/10.1172/JCI43391
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20921626
http://dx.doi.org/10.1101/gad.6.5.801
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/1577274
http://dx.doi.org/10.1101/gad.1216004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.molcel.2013.01.001


Genes 2018, 9, 623 16 of 16

79. Yamazaki, S.; Hayano, M.; Masai, H. Replication timing regulation of eukaryotic replicons: Rif1 as a global
regulator of replication timing. Trends Genet. 2013, 29, 449–460. [CrossRef]

80. Xu, D.; Muniandy, P.; Leo, E.; Yin, J.; Thangavel, S.; Shen, X.; Ii, M.; Agama, K.; Guo, R.; Fox, D., 3rd; et al.
Rif1 provides a new DNA-binding interface for the Bloom syndrome complex to maintain normal replication.
EMBO J. 2010, 29, 3140–3155. [CrossRef]

81. Kumagai, A.; Lee, J.; Yoo, H.Y.; Dunphy, W.G. TOPBP1 activates the ATR-ATRIP complex. Cell 2006, 124,
943–955. [CrossRef]

82. Yamane, K.; Wu, X.; Chen, J. A DNA damage-regulated BRCT-containing protein, TOPBP1, is required for
cell survival. Mol. Cell. Biol. 2002, 22, 555–566. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

83. Makiniemi, M.; Hillukkala, T.; Tuusa, J.; Reini, K.; Vaara, M.; Huang, D.; Pospiech, H.; Majuri, I.; Westerling, T.;
Makela, T.P.; et al. BRCT domain-containing protein TOPBP1 functions in DNA replication and damage
response. J. Biol. Chem. 2001, 276, 30399–30406. [CrossRef]

84. Bang, S.W.; Ko, M.J.; Kang, S.; Kim, G.S.; Kang, D.; Lee, J.; Hwang, D.S. Human TOPBP1 localization to the
mitotic centrosome mediates mitotic progression. Exp. Cell Res. 2011, 317, 994–1004. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

85. Pedersen, R.T.; Kruse, T.; Nilsson, J.; Oestergaard, V.H.; Lisby, M. TOPBP1 is required at mitosis to reduce
transmission of DNA damage to G1 daughter cells. J. Cell Biol. 2015, 210, 565–582. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

86. Germann, S.M.; Schramke, V.; Pedersen, R.T.; Gallina, I.; Eckert-Boulet, N.; Oestergaard, V.H.; Lisby, M.
TOPBP1/DPB11 binds DNA anaphase bridges to prevent genome instability. J. Cell Biol. 2014, 204, 45–59.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

87. Broderick, R.; Nieminuszczy, J.; Blackford, A.N.; Winczura, A.; Niedzwiedz, W. TOPBP1 recruits TOP2A to
ultra-fine anaphase bridges to aid in their resolution. Nat. Commun. 2015, 6, 6572. [CrossRef]

88. Wardlaw, C.P.; Carr, A.M.; Oliver, A.W. TOPBP1: A BRCT-scaffold protein functioning in multiple cellular
pathways. DNA Repair 2014, 22, 165–174. [CrossRef]

89. Wang, J.C. Cellular roles of DNA topoisomerases: A molecular perspective. Nat. Rev. Mol. Cell Biol. 2002, 3,
430–440. [CrossRef]

90. Keszthelyi, A.; Minchell, N.E.; Baxter, J. The Causes and Consequences of Topological Stress during DNA
Replication. Genes 2016, 7, 134. [CrossRef]

91. Wyatt, H.D.; Laister, R.C.; Martin, S.R.; Arrowsmith, C.H.; West, S.C. The SMX DNA Repair Tri-nuclease.
Mol. Cell 2017, 65, 848–860.e11. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

92. Naim, V.; Wilhelm, T.; Debatisse, M.; Rosselli, F. ERCC1 and MUS81-EME1 promote sister chromatid
separation by processing late replication intermediates at common fragile sites during mitosis. Nat. Cell Biol.
2013, 15, 1008–1015. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

93. Hanada, K.; Budzowska, M.; Davies, S.L.; van Drunen, E.; Onizawa, H.; Beverloo, H.B.; Maas, A.; Essers, J.;
Hickson, I.D.; Kanaar, R. The structure-specific endonuclease Mus81 contributes to replication restart by
generating double-strand DNA breaks. Nat. Struct. Mol. Biol. 2007, 14, 1096–1104. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

94. Kinoshita, K.; Hirano, T. Dynamic organization of mitotic chromosomes. Curr. Opin. Cell Biol. 2017, 46,
46–53. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

95. Cuylen, S.; Metz, J.; Haering, C.H. Condensin structures chromosomal DNA through topological links.
Nat. Struct. Mol. Biol. 2011, 18, 894–901. [CrossRef]

96. Ying, S.; Minocherhomji, S.; Chan, K.L.; Palmai-Pallag, T.; Chu, W.K.; Wass, T.; Mankouri, H.W.; Liu, Y.;
Hickson, I.D. MUS81 promotes common fragile site expression. Nat. Cell Biol. 2013, 15, 1001–1007. [CrossRef]

97. Ip, S.C.; Rass, U.; Blanco, M.G.; Flynn, H.R.; Skehel, J.M.; West, S.C. Identification of Holliday junction
resolvases from humans and yeast. Nature 2008, 456, 357–361. [CrossRef]

98. West, S.C.; Blanco, M.G.; Chan, Y.W.; Matos, J.; Sarbajna, S.; Wyatt, H.D. Resolution of Recombination
Intermediates: Mechanisms and Regulation. Cold Spring Harb. Symp. Quant. Biol. 2015, 80, 103–109. [CrossRef]

© 2018 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tig.2013.05.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/emboj.2010.186
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2005.12.041
http://dx.doi.org/10.1128/MCB.22.2.555-566.2002
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11756551
http://dx.doi.org/10.1074/jbc.M102245200
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.yexcr.2011.01.022
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21291884
http://dx.doi.org/10.1083/jcb.201502107
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26283799
http://dx.doi.org/10.1083/jcb.201305157
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24379413
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/ncomms7572
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.dnarep.2014.06.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nrm831
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/genes7120134
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.molcel.2017.01.031
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28257701
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/ncb2793
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23811686
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nsmb1313
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17934473
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ceb.2017.01.006
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28214612
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nsmb.2087
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/ncb2773
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature07470
http://dx.doi.org/10.1101/sqb.2015.80.027649
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Chromosome Mis-Segregation and Genome Instability 
	Classification of Ultra-Fine DNA Bridges 
	Ultra-Fine DNA Bridge-Associated Factors 
	How Are Different Types of Ultra-Fine DNA Bridges Resolved? 
	Conclusions 
	References

