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KEY PO INT S

l The HAT complex
member TRRAP is vital
for maintaining high
p53 levels by shielding
it against the natural
p53 degradation
machinery.

l Acetylation-modifying
complexes regulate
p53 protein stability,
which may provide a
basis for therapeutic
targeting of mutant
p53.

Tumors accumulate high levels of mutant p53 (mutp53), which contributes to mutp53 gain-
of-function properties. The mechanisms that underlie such excessive accumulation are not
fully understood. To discover regulators of mutp53 protein accumulation, we performed a
large-scale RNA interference screen in a Burkitt lymphoma cell line model. We identified
transformation/transcription domain-associated protein (TRRAP), a constituent of several
histone acetyltransferase complexes, as a critical positive regulator of both mutp53 and
wild-type p53 levels. TRRAP silencing attenuated p53 accumulation in lymphoma and colon
cancer models, whereas TRRAP overexpression increasedmutp53 levels, suggesting a role
for TRRAP across cancer entities and p53 mutations. Through clustered regularly inter-
spaced short palindromic repeats (CRISPR)–Cas9 screening, we identified a 109-amino-acid
region in the N-terminal HEAT repeat region of TRRAP that was crucial for mutp53 sta-
bilization and cell proliferation. Mass spectrometric analysis of the mutp53 interactome
indicated that TRRAP silencing caused degradation of mutp53 via the MDM2-proteasome
axis. This suggests that TRRAP is vital for maintaining mutp53 levels by shielding it against
the natural p53 degradation machinery. To identify drugs that alleviated p53 accumula-

tion similarly to TRRAP silencing, we performed a small-molecule drug screen and found that inhibition of histone
deacetylases (HDACs), specifically HDAC1/2/3, decreased p53 levels to a comparable extent. In summary, here
we identify TRRAP as a key regulator of p53 levels and link acetylation-modifying complexes to p53 protein stability.
Our findings may provide clues for therapeutic targeting of mutp53 in lymphoma and other cancers. (Blood. 2018;
131(25):2789-2802)

Introduction
Aggressive lymphoma subtypes such as Burkitt lymphoma (BL), a
B-cell non-Hodgkin lymphoma caused by c-Myc translocation,1

are characterized by a high incidence of p53mutations (;30% to
40%).2,3 Gain-of-function (GOF) mutations equip p53 with
novel properties that actively contribute to tumorigenesis.4 Such
mutations predict a poor response to chemotherapy and short
survival in many different cancer entities,5 including lymphoma.6

Wild-type p53 (wtp53) is tightly controlled on the post-
translational level. In physiological conditions, wtp53 levels are
low due to constitutive degradation by the E3 ubiquitin ligase
MDM2, which is a transcriptional target of wtp53.7 In contrast,
tumors harboring mutant p53 (mutp53) are typically characterized

by substantial accumulation of p53 protein.4,5 Knockin studies have
revealed that mutp53 is not intrinsically stable in normal cells but is
reversibly stabilized in response to stress.8-12 It has been suggested
that disruption of the MDM2-p53 loop is responsible for mutp53
accumulation.4 However, tumors often show residual MDM2
expression12,13 and, more importantly, MDM2 is capable of
mutp53 binding and ubiquitination.14,15 Therefore, alternative
mechanisms must contribute to the ability of mutp53 to evade
degradation in cancer cells. Similar to wtp53, posttranslational
modifications (eg, acetylation) of mutp53 may contribute to its
stability.16

Numerous studies have shown that elevated levels of mutp53
are a prerequisite for its GOF properties: mutp53 silencing re-
sults in suppression of tumor growth, attenuated invasion and
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metastasis formation, and increased chemosensitivity in vitro and in
vivo.4,5,17 This suggests that tumors may become “addicted” to
constitutively high mutp53 levels. Thus, interference with mutp53
accumulation may be exploitable for cancer therapy.

Since our understanding of regulators of mutp53 accumulation is
presently still limited, we performed an RNA interference (RNAi)
screen targeting;5000 genes in the BL cell line Raji. The screen
revealed a central role of transformation/transcription domain-
associated protein (TRRAP), a histone acetyltransferase (HAT)
complex constituent, in stabilizing both mutp53 and wtp53. Fur-
thermore,we found that small-moleculehistonedeacetylase (HDAC)
inhibitors decreased mutp53 levels to a similar extent as TRRAP
silencing. Thus, we link acetylation-modifying complexes to the
regulation of p53 protein stability, which may provide a basis for
therapeutic targeting of mutp53 in lymphoma.

Materials and methods
Detailed materials and methods are available in the supplement
(available on the Blood Web site). Oligonucleotide sequences
are provided in supplemental Tables 1-6.

Patient samples/tissue microarray
Samples were investigated as part of the Molecular Mechanisms
in Malignant Lymphomas (MMML) Network Project18 or were
described previously.19 The MMML protocols have been ap-
proved centrally by the institutional review board of the co-
ordination center in Göttingen, Germany. p53 tissue microarray
was performed according to standard protocols with anti-p53
clone DO-7 (Dako, Santa Clara, CA).

p53 flow cytometry
The staining protocol was adapted fromMohr et al20 and showed
a high correlation with p53 western blot (data not shown). Cells
were stained with Zombie UV (BioLegend, San Diego, CA)
for live/dead cell discrimination and fixed in either (1) 2%
paraformaldehyde/phosphate-buffered saline for 30 minutes at
4°C and permeabilized in 80% EtOH/phosphate-buffered saline
for 30min at220°Cor (2) ice-coldMeOH for 30minutes at220°C.
Cells were stained with anti-p53 clone DO-7 (554298; BD Bio-
sciences, San Jose, CA) for 1 hour at 4°C and measured using an
LSRFortessa or LSRII (BDBiosciences). Unstained and isotype control
samples were used to evaluate specificity of the staining.Median
fluorescence intensities (MFIs) were used for quantification.

RNAi and clustered regularly interspaced short
palindromic repeats (CRISPR) Cas9
The RNAi screen was performed as described previously21 with
modifications using the DECIPHER Pooled Lentiviral short hairpin
RNA (shRNA) Library Human Module I (Cellecta, Mountain View,
CA). For single knockdowns, shRNAs were expressed in the
vectors pRSI12-U6-(sh)-UbiC-TagRFP-2A-Puro (constitutive) or
pLKO_IPTG_3xLacO (isopropyl b-D-1-thiogalactopyranoside [IPTG]
inducible). For single knockouts, single guide RNAs (sgRNAs) were
expressed in the vectors lentiCRISPRv2 or pLKO5.sgRNA.EFS.tRFP.
CRISPR-Cas9 screening of TRRAP protein domains was performed
as described previously.22 TRRAP sgRNAs were designed based on
rules defined by Doench et al,23 aiming for comparable on-target
scores. TagRFP657 expression and p53 levels were monitored by
flow cytometry.

Immunoblotting
Cells were lysed in RIPA buffer (Merck, Darmstadt, Germany)
containing protease inhibitors (Roche Diagnostics, Mannheim,
Germany). Lysates were transferred to polyvinylidene difluoride
membranes (Bio-Rad Laboratories, Hercules, CA) and probed
with antibodies against TRRAP (3966; Cell Signaling Technol-
ogy, Danvers, MA), MDM2 (sc-965; Santa Cruz Biotechnology,
Dallas, TX), p53 (HAF1355; R&D Systems, Minneapolis, MN),
GAPDH (G9295; Sigma-Aldrich, St. Louis, MO), p21 (556431; BD
Biosciences), PARP (9542; Cell Signaling Technology), XPO1 (sc-74454,
Santa Cruz Biotechnology), or EIF3F (638201, BioLegend).

Immunoprecipitation/mass spectrometry
Namalwa cells with IPTG-inducible knockdowns were induced
for 48 to 96 hours before they were harvested. For immuno-
precipitation, lysates were precleared twice and protein com-
plexes were captured for 4 hours at 4°C using antibody-coupled
agarose beads (p53: sc-126 AC; immunoglobulin G [IgG]: sc-
2343, Santa Cruz Biotechnology) and eluted with 0.1 M glycine
(pH 2.5). Eluents were neutralized with 1.5 M Tris-HCl (pH 8.8).
Samples were labeled with TMT10 reagents24 and analyzed on
a QExactive plus (Thermo Fisher Scientific, Waltham, MA). Raw
data were processed by IsobarQuant,25 and differential total
protein expression was assessed using the DEP package in R.26

The experiment was performed in biological triplicates.

Gene expression analysis
Total DNase-digested RNA was purified using the RNeasy Mini
Kit (Qiagen, Hilden, Germany). 500 ng RNA was used for cDNA
synthesis using the RevertAid First Strand cDNA Synthesis Kit
(Thermo Fisher Scientific). Quantitative reverse transcription
polymerase chain reaction (qRT-PCR) was performed with the
Power SYBR GreenMaster Mix (Thermo Fisher Scientific) and run
on a cobas z 480 Analyzer (Roche Diagnostics). Gene expression
was quantified using the DDCt method and normalized to
GAPDH. Global gene expression changes after TRRAP silencing
were determined using an Illumina HumanHT-12 v4 BeadChip
(data are accessible at the National Center for Biotechnology
Information [NCBI] Gene Expression Omnibus [GEO] database
under accession number GSE103915). Gene set enrichment
analysis was performed using parametric analysis of gene set
enrichment (PAGE).27

Results
mutp53 accumulates in lymphoma
Consistent with prior findings of high mutp53 levels in tumors,
we found in a cohort of primary B-cell lymphoma samples that
cases with p53 mutation showed significantly higher p53 protein
levels than wild-type cases (diffuse large B-cell lymphoma:
P 5 1.40 3 10210, n 5 134; BL: P 5 .016, n 5 20; supplemental
Figure 1A). This finding was also confirmed in a panel of 14
lymphoma cell lines (8 mutp53, 6 wtp53) using flow cytometry
to quantify intracellular p53 levels (supplemental Figure 1B).
Consistent with a posttranscriptional mechanism of mutp53
accumulation,28,29 we found no correlation between p53 mRNA
and protein expression (supplemental Figure 1C). MDM2
inhibition with Nutlin-3a further elevated the mutp53 level
in eight lymphoma cell lines (supplemental Figure 1D), sug-
gesting that mutp53 was still subject to MDM2-mediated
degradation.
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RNAi screen identifies TRRAP as a regulator of
mutp53 accumulation
To identify regulators of mutp53 protein levels, we performed an
RNAi screen in the Raji cell line, amodel for mutp53 BL (Figure 1A).
We used a shRNA library targeting ;5000 genes with 5 or 6 in-
dependent shRNAs per gene. Eight days after transduction, cells
were sorted by flow cytometry into a p53-low and a p53-high
population (supplemental Figure 2A). shRNA barcodes of sorted
and input (nonsorted) samples and the initial shRNA plasmid
library were sequenced to identify enriched and depleted shRNAs
(supplemental Table 7). The counts of shRNA barcodes were re-
producible between technical replicates (r 5 0.53-0.87; supple-
mental Figure 2B). As expected, shRNAs targeting essential genes
were depleted in the input samples (supplemental Figure 2C).30

Notably, shRNAs against CDK6 (cyclin-dependent kinase 6) were
the most depleted, consistent with the essential function of
CDK6 in BL (supplemental Table 7).31

To combine data from multiple shRNAs per gene, we calculated
weighted z-scores (wZ) of the p53-low and p53-high cell pop-
ulations compared with input samples (Figure 1B; supplemental

Table 7). TP53 shRNAs were the most enriched (rank 1/5033,
wZ 5 6.38) in the p53-low population and the most depleted in
the p53-high population (rank 5033/5033, wZ5 26.21), a strong
validation of our experimental approach. Next, we focused on
shRNAs behaving similarly to those targeting TP53 (ie, enriched
in the p53-low population while depleted in the p53-high pop-
ulation). Among the top/bottom 10 shRNA-targeted genes, TRRAP
was the only candidate meeting this stringent criterion (Figure 1B),
with pronounced shRNA enrichment in the p53-low population
(rank 2/5033, wZ 5 5.24) and strong shRNA depletion in the p53-
high population (rank 5026/5033, wZ524.97). Notably, when we
considered the top/bottom100 shRNA-targeted genes, there were
11 additional genes that appeared in both lists (supplemental
Table 7). This included TNF (p53 low: rank 12/5033, wZ 5 3.64;
p53 high: rank 4980/5033, wZ 5 23.90), which positively regu-
lates the nuclear mutp53 level.32

TRRAP stabilizes mutp53 across cancer entities
and p53 mutations
TRRAP is a member of the phosphatidylinositol 3-kinase–related
kinase (PIKK) family, which includes the well-characterized
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Figure 2. TRRAP stabilizes mutp53 across cancer entities and p53mutations. (A) mRNA level of TRRAP and TP53 in Namalwa and Raji cells transduced with shRNAs against
TRRAP. Cells were selected with puromycin for 48 hours and harvested 3 days after transduction. Expression values (mean 1 SD, n 5 2) were determined by qRT-PCR and
normalized to GAPDH and to cells transduced with a nontargeting shRNA (NT). (B) Protein level of TRRAP and p53 in Namalwa and Raji cells transduced with shRNAs against
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p53 regulators ATM, ATR, and DNA-PKcs. As a component of
multiple HAT complexes, the most characterized function
of TRRAP is the recruitment of HATs to chromatin during tran-
scription and DNA repair.33 Although TRRAP is highly expressed
in healthy B cells and many lymphomas,34 mutations in TRRAP
are very rare in lymphoma (supplemental Figure 3).35

To confirm the effect of TRRAP silencing on mutp53 levels, we
studied three independent shRNAs and verified the on-target
effect for 2 shRNAs across cell lines (shTRRAP_233 and _234;
Figure 2A-B). These 2 shRNAs also reduced mutp53 to 30% to
85%of its basal level (Figure 2B), with no consistent change inTP53
mRNA expression (Figure 2A), suggesting posttranscriptional
regulation of p53. TRRAP silencing decreased mutp53 levels in a
panel of 8 lymphoma cell lines (Figure 2C); however, we observed
variable downregulation, which was independent of the specific p53
mutation. Notably, TRRAP silencing also reduced the mutp53 level
in the colorectal cancer cell line Colo320 (Figure 2C). To confirm
the RNAi effects, we employed CRISPR-Cas9 genome editing and
observed that the mutp53 level was approximately halved upon
TRRAP knockout (Figure 2D). These data suggest that TRRAP
positively regulatesmutp53 accumulation in a diverse set of cancers.

To investigate the impact of TRRAP and mutp53 silencing on cell
proliferation, we transduced BL cell lines at an efficiency of ;50%
with shRNAs together with RFP and monitored the proportion
of transduced cells over time (supplemental Figure 4A-B). Cells
with knockdown of mutp53 were outgrown by their untransduced
counterparts, indicating that silencing impaired cell proliferation and
thus providing evidence for mutp53 GOF. TRRAP knockdown im-
pairedproliferationofmutp53andwtp53BLcells equally, suggesting
that TRRAP’s essential function for cell survival36 is p53 independent.
Both TRRAP and mutp53 silencing did not induce apoptosis but
elicited a severe arrest in G0/G1 phase (supplemental Figure 4C-D).

To further understand the role of TRRAP in regulating mutp53
accumulation, we tested the impact of TRRAP overexpression on
mutp53 levels in Colo320 cells. Transfection of FLAG-TRRAP ele-
vatedmutp53 protein levels (1.81-fold; Figure 2E) without changing
TP53 mRNA abundance (supplemental Figure 5). To verify the on-
target effect of TRRAP knockdown, we performed TRRAP silencing
in the context of TRRAP overexpression and observed a rescue of
mutp53 levels (Figure 2F). To test for a potential association be-
tween p53 and TRRAP protein levels, we performed western blot
analysis in lymphoma cell lines and primary samples, and observed
no significant correlation (supplemental Figure 6).

To assess whether proteasomal degradation was involved in
TRRAP-dependent regulation of mutp53, we silenced TRRAP,
treated the cells with the proteasome inhibitor bortezomib,

and quantified mutp53 levels by flow cytometry (Figure 2G).
Bortezomib treatment mildly upregulated mutp53 (1.20-fold) in
control knockdown samples. Notably, the reduced mutp53 levels
in TRRAP-silenced cells were restored to basal control levels by
proteasome inhibition. This was also confirmed by western blot
analysis (supplemental Figure 7A). Correspondingly, we observed
increased ubiquitination of mutp53 upon TRRAP knockdown
(supplemental Figure 7B).

Together, these results suggest that by inhibiting mutp53
ubiquitination and proteasomal degradation, TRRAP acts as a
positive posttranscriptional regulator of mutp53 levels across
different cancer entities and p53 mutations.

Identification of the TRRAP domain crucial for
mutp53 stabilization and cell proliferation
To identify functional regions of TRRAP that mediate mutp53
stabilization and cell proliferation, we performed a CRISPR-Cas9
mutagenesis screening. This approach is based on the fact
that cells transduced with sgRNAs targeting functionally impor-
tant protein domains will be preferentially outcompeted by
untransduced cells, when compared with cells infected with
sgRNAs targeting irrelevant protein domains.22 Namalwa-Cas9 cells
were transduced at an efficiency of;25% in an arrayed format with
55 sgRNAs spanning the entire TRRAP coding region together with
TagRFP657. The proportion of transduced cells and mutp53
levels weremonitored by flow cytometry (Figure 3A). In linewith our
previous RNAi results, cells transducedwith any TRRAP sgRNAwere
outcompetedby untransduced cells. Targeting of a 109-amino-acid
region (residues 1050-1158) within TRRAP’s HEAT repeat region
(between the N-clasp and ring)37 drove significantly stronger de-
pletion of transduced cells (mean: 15.9-fold vs 3.5-fold, P 5 .005)
and mutp53 (3.6-fold vs 1.5-fold, P 5 .039) than targeting of any
other region of TRRAP (Figure 3A-C, “X”). We validated the effects
of the newly identified TRRAP domain in 5 additional BL cell lines
(Figure 3D). Of note, we identified a strong positive correlation
between cell depletion and mutp53 downregulation (r 5 0.73,
P5 2.503 10210, Figure 3E), suggesting that the ability of TRRAP
to support cell proliferation and regulate mutp53 levels may
be mediated by a common mechanism.

These results suggest that a portion of the TRRAP HEAT domain is
crucial for promoting cell proliferation and mutp53 stabilization.

TRRAP silencing destabilizes mutp53 via the
MDM2-proteasome axis
Toobtain a global viewonproteins regulatedby TRRAP,weprofiled
the total proteome by mass spectrometry after TRRAP depletion
(Figure 4A). As expected, TRRAP and mutp53 expression were
reduced in the total proteomeuponTRRAP silencing (supplemental

Figure 2 (continued) and to cells transduced with a nontargeting shRNA (NT). (C) p53 flow cytometry 7 or 8 days after shRNA-mediated knockdown of TRRAP in mutp53 cancer
cell lines: BL, diffuse large B-cell lymphoma (DLBCL), and colorectal cancer (CRC). The p53mutation is specified for each cell line. Values denote the ratio of the p53MFI between
transduced (red) and untransduced cells (gray). For cell lines with a bimodal p53 level, gates and the corresponding percentages for the p53-low and p53-high population are
indicated. Dashed lines indicate isotype control stainings, and filled colored histograms indicate samples stained with anti-p53. shNT, nontargeting shRNA. (D) p53 flow
cytometry 7 days after sgRNA-mediated knockout of TRRAP in Namalwa-Cas9 cells. Values denote the ratio of the p53 MFI between transduced (red) and untransduced cells
(gray). sgmCherry, negative control. (E) p53 flow cytometry 72 hours after transfection with FLAG-TRRAP in Colo320 cells. Values denote the ratio of the p53 MFI between
transfected (blue) and untransfected cells (gray). (F) Molecular rescue of the TRRAP knockdown phenotype by FLAG-TRRAP overexpression in Colo320 cells. Cells were
transduced with either a nontargeting shRNA (shNT; gray) or with a shRNA against TRRAP (shRNA #233; red). 24 hours after transduction, part of the TRRAP-silenced cells was
transfected with FLAG-TRRAP (blue). Cells were analyzed by p53 flow cytometry 4 days after transduction. Values denote p53 MFI normalized to cells transduced with the NT.
(G) Rescue of the TRRAP-silencing–mediated mutp53 degradation by treatment with the proteasome inhibitor bortezomib. Namalwa cells were transduced with an IPTG-
inducible shRNA against TRRAP (shRNA #233) or a nontargeting control (NT). 24 hours after induction, cells were treated with dimethyl sulfoxide (DMSO; 0.1%) or bortezomib
(100 nM) for 14 hours before being subjected to p53 flow cytometry. Values denote p53 MFI normalized to DMSO-treated cells transduced with the NT.
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Figure 8A). TRRAP knockdown significantly altered the abundance
of 40 proteins (19 downregulated, 21 upregulated; Figure 4B;
supplemental Table 8). TRRAP silencing suppressed proteins as-
sociated with the G2/M checkpoint36,38,39 and MYC targets,40,41

whereas it induced proteins associated with interferon a signaling
(Figure 4C).

Next, we profiled the mutp53 interactome after TRRAP silencing
(Figure 4A,D). Overall, mutp53-bound proteins were enriched
for known p53 interactors (4/27, 14.8%, P 5 .034).42 For ex-
ample, the histone-arginine methyltransferase CARM1 has been
shown to physically interact with wtp53 and to regulate p53-
dependent transcription via histone methylation.43 TRRAP
knockdown induced major alterations in mutp53-interacting
proteins; 8 mutp53 interactions were lost and 19 interactions
were gained upon TRRAP silencing (Figure 4D). Remarkably, while
the great majority of proteins whose interactions were lost upon
TRRAP knockdown were nuclear (7/8 [87.5%]), almost all gained
interactions involved cytosolic proteins (18/19 [94.7%]).44 Specifi-
cally, exportin 1 (XPO1/CRM1), the key facilitator of protein export
from the nucleus to the cytosol, was recruited to mutp53 after
TRRAP silencing. We validated the interaction of mutp53 with
XPO1 and EIF3F, a cytosolic eIF3 complexmember,45 upon TRRAP
silencing via coimmunoprecipitation (supplemental Figure 8B).

We hypothesized that a subset of mutp53 was exported from
the nucleus to the cytosol following TRRAP knockdown and
that export might be associated with mutp53 degradation. To
test this, we silenced TRRAP and treated cells with the XPO1
inhibitors leptomycin B, selinexor, or verdinexor and quantified
mutp53 levels (Figure 4E). Treatment with the inhibitors mildly
upregulated mutp53 levels (1.44- to 1.79-fold) in control sam-
ples. Importantly, the reduction in mutp53 levels upon TRRAP
silencing was rescued by cotreatment with each nuclear export
inhibitor. This indicates that nuclear export is required to me-
diate the effect of TRRAP silencing on mutp53 levels.

The nuclear export and consequent proteasomal degradation of
mutp53 observed upon TRRAP silencing alluded to the in-
volvement ofMDM2. To test this, we silencedTRRAP in the context
of the MDM2 inhibitor Nutlin-3a and quantified mutp53 levels.
Indeed, the reduction in mutp53 levels upon TRRAP silencing
was rescued by cotreatment with Nutlin-3a (Figure 4F). To further
confirm the involvement of MDM2, we generated MDM2
knockout cells using CRISPR-Cas9 (supplemental Figure 8C) and
found that shTRRAP-mediated mutp53 degradation was almost
completely abrogated in these cells (Figure 4G). Notably, we
observed no consistent changes in MDM2 mRNA and protein
expression after TRRAP silencing (supplemental Figure 8D-E), in-
dicating that mutp53 destabilization occurred independent of
changes in MDM2 levels.

In summary, these data show that TRRAP silencing targets
mutp53 to the MDM2-dependent p53 degradation machinery.

TRRAP silencing attenuates stabilization and
activity of wtp53 upon genotoxic stress
The mechanisms driving mutp53 stabilization are believed to
mirror, to a large extent, the mechanisms responsible for wtp53
activation in response to stress. To explore the function of TRRAP
in wtp53 stabilization upon genotoxic stress, we treated the
wtp53 BL cell line Seraphina with the DNA-damaging agent
etoposide and quantified p53 levels in the context of TRRAP
silencing (Figure 5A). Etoposide treatment strongly stabilized
wtp53, which was decreased upon TRRAP knockdown. To ex-
amine whether this also led to attenuated wtp53 activity, we
monitored expression of p21 and PARP cleavage. As expected,
etoposide treatment induced wtp53 activity in control cells, as
reflected by increased p53 and p21 levels and PARP cleavage
(Figure 5B). In line with the flow cytometry results, p53 induction
was attenuated in TRRAP-silenced cells. One TRRAP shRNA
impaired p21 induction, whereas both shRNAs suppressed PARP
cleavage, consistent with diminished proapoptotic activity of
p53. This suggests that TRRAP also regulates the stability and
activity of wtp53 upon exposure to genotoxic stress.

HDAC inhibition decreases p53 levels similarly to
TRRAP silencing
To identify small-molecule inhibitors able tomodulate p53 levels
similarly to TRRAP knockdown, we quantified p53 levels in a
panel of 12 lymphoma cell lines treated with various inhibitors
(wtp53 cells were additionally exposed to etoposide to stabilize
p53) (Figure 6A). The pan-HDAC inhibitor vorinostat depleted
mutp53 across all cell lines in a dose-dependent manner
(Figure 6A; supplemental Figure 9A).46-49 This was confirmed using
the pan-HDAC inhibitor panobinostat (supplemental Figure 9B)
and in a subset of primary lymphoma samples (supplemental
Figure 9C). In addition, vorinostat mildly interfered with induction
of wtp53 upon genotoxic stress (Figure 6A). This suggests that the
activity ofHDACs is important for the accumulation of bothmutp53
and wtp53 proteins.

To address whether the vorinostat-mediated effect on mutp53
was dependent onMDM2, we treated cells with either vorinostat
alone or in combination with Nutlin-3a, and quantified p53
mRNA and protein expression (Figure 6B). TP53 mRNA ex-
pression was strongly reduced after Vorinostat treatment48,49 and
not rescued with Nutlin-3a treatment, suggesting a MDM2-
independent effect on TP53 mRNA transcription or stability.
In contrast, vorinostat-mediated depletion of mutp53 protein
was MDM2-dependent, since Nutlin-3a treatment augmented
mutp53 protein abundance following vorinostat treatment.46,47

This indicates that although HDAC inhibition regulates
mutp53 both transcriptionally and posttranscriptionally, its
inhibitory effect on mutp53 protein levels is achieved pri-
marily via posttranslational mechanisms. Notably, HDAC in-
hibition did not decrease mutp53 levels by downregulating
TRRAP (Figure 6B).

Figure 3 (continued) domain; PI3K, phosphatidylinositol 3-kinase domain. (B) Comparison of fold depletion of cells (blue) and mutp53 protein (red) after transduction with
sgRNAs targeting either domain X or any other region of TRRAP. P values were calculated with Student t test. Data reproduced from panel A. (C) p53 flow cytometry 7 days after
TRRAP knockout in Namalwa-Cas9 cells. Values denote the ratio of the p53 MFI between transduced (red) and untransduced cells (gray). sgGFP, negative control; sgTP53,
positive control. (D) Quantification of selection against sgTRRAP-transduced cells in BL-Cas9 cell lines. Bars indicate log2 fold depletion of sgRNA-transduced cells after 24 days
in culture. The p53 status is specified for each cell line. sgGFP and sgmCherry, negative controls; sgPLK1, positive control. (E) Correlation of toxicity (depletion of sgRNA-
transduced cells) and mutp53 depletion after TRRAP knockout using sgRNAs targeting different protein domains. Each data point represents a single sgRNA from panel A.
Colors indicate the targeted domains. The Pearson correlation coefficient (r) and the corresponding P value are indicated.

TRRAP REGULATES p53 ACCUMULATION IN LYMPHOMA blood® 21 JUNE 2018 | VOLUME 131, NUMBER 25 2795

For personal use only.on November 9, 2018. by guest  www.bloodjournal.orgFrom 

http://www.bloodjournal.org/
http://www.bloodjournal.org/site/subscriptions/ToS.xhtml


HALLMARK_UV_RESPONSE_UP

HALLMARK_CHOLESTEROL_HOMEOSTASIS

HALLMARK_INTERFERON_ALPHA_RESPONSE

HALLMARK_G2M_CHECKPOINT

HALLMARK_MTORC1_SIGNALING

HALLMARK_MYC_TARGETS_V1

HALLMARK_MYC_TARGETS_V2

0 1 2 3

−log10 adj. P

direction

down
up

Namalwa shTRRAP vs. shNT
(total proteome)

C

shTRRAPshNT

AIM1

ASS1

ATP2B4

BAZ1A
BMP3

C10ORF71
CAAP1

CTH

CTTN

DDX10

DDX21 FERMT3

GMEB2
GNL3

IRF9

ISG15

LOC102724159

MINK1

MPEG1

MTCH1

MX1

OAS1PPFIBP1

PSMG2

RAB43 RAD9A

SAMHD1

SDCBP

SERPINH1

SLC16A8

SLC4A7
SLFN11

SNX29P2

SPG11

STAT1

TFEB

THAP4

TP53

XRCC2

YIPF3

0

2

4

−1 0 1
log2 fold change

-lo
g1

0 
ra

w 
P

B Namalwa shTRRAP vs. shNT (total proteome)

E

shNT + DMSO
shNT + drug

shTRRAP + DMSO
shTRRAP + drug

Leptomycin B Selinexor Verdinexor

1.00
1.44
0.23
0.77

1.00
1.79
0.23
1.18

1.00
1.76
0.23
1.12

Namalwa

no
rm

. c
ou

nt

p53

F
1.00
1.90
0.17
1.30

shNT + DMSO
shNT + Nutlin-3a
shTRRAP + DMSO
shTRRAP + Nutlin-3a

Namalwano
rm

. c
ou

nt

p53

G
1.00
1.24 
0.19
0.78

shNT + GFPKO

shNT + MDM2KO

shTRRAP + GFPKO

shTRRAP + MDM2KO

Namalwano
rm

. c
ou

nt

p53

A
Namalwa shNT

Namalwa shTRRAP

Total  protein
IP IgG (ctrl) 
IP p53

Mass
Spec.

D
TRRAP

m
ut

p
53

 in
te

ra
ct

io
ns

g
ai

ne
d

 (1
9)

 
m

ut
p

53
 in

te
ra

ct
io

ns
lo

st
 (8

) 

Namalwa

IP p53 vs. IP IgG 

shRNA NT
log2FC

−2
−1
0
1
2

nucleus
no
yes

cytosol
no
yes

known p53
interactor

no
yes

TP53
HNRNPA0
NUP88
NUP155
SF3B1
SEC24D
TOPBP1
CARM1

EIF3H
TAB1
EIF3L
EIF3F
SEC13
SEC31A
VCP
ZFYVE16
EIF3I
EIF3M
TUBGCP2
EIF3E
EIF3G
EIF3B
SNRPA1
ANXA7
CLTC
XPO1
SCYL2

Figure 4. TRRAP silencing destabilizes mutp53 via the MDM2-proteasome axis. (A) Experimental design. Namalwa cells were transduced with an IPTG-inducible shRNA
against TRRAP (shRNA #233) or a nontargeting control (NT). 48 to 96 hours after induction, cells were lysed and either collected immediately (total protein) or subjected to
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Because vorinostat is a broad range HDAC inhibitor, we tested
subgroup-specific HDAC inhibitors for their effect on mutp53
levels (Figure 6C). While HDAC6 inhibition (tubacin, tubastatin A)
and HDAC8 inhibition (PCI-34051) reduced mutp53 only mildly
(53% to 91% of the basal level), HDAC1/2/3 inhibition (entinostat
and mocetinostat) strongly depleted mutp53 (12% to 42%), in-
dicating that these HDACs selectively control mutp53 stability. In
primary lymphoma samples, we observed a heterogeneous effect of
HDAC1/2/3 inhibition on mutp53 levels (supplemental Figure 9C).

When we compared the mutp53 phenotypes after HDAC in-
hibition and TRRAP silencing (Figure 6D), we observed a striking
similarity of response (r5 0.80, P5 .018); ie, cell lines responded
either strongly (eg, BL-41 or Raji) or weakly (eg, CA-46) to both
perturbations, which suggests that both converged on similar
mechanisms. To evaluate whether TRRAP silencing and HDAC
inhibition could target similar genes transcriptionally, we per-
formed gene expression profiling after TRRAP knockdown in
mutp53, wtp53, and p53KO BL cells, specifically focusing on gene
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Figure 5. TRRAP silencing attenuates stabilization and activity of wtp53 upon genotoxic stress. (A) Seraphina wtp53 BL cells were transduced with shRNAs against TRRAP,
p53, or a nontargeting control (NT). 5 days after transduction, cells were treated with DMSO (0.1%) or etoposide (25 mM) for 8 hours before they were subjected to p53 flow
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Figure 4 (continued) control knockdown (NT) samples. The cellular localization44 and known p53 interactions42 are indicated. Numbers within the clusters indicate the number of
proteins. TP53, EIF3F, and XPO1 are highlighted. (E) Rescue of the TRRAP-silencing–mediated mutp53 degradation by treatment with nuclear export inhibitors. Namalwa cells
were transduced with an IPTG-inducible shRNA against TRRAP (shRNA #233) or a nontargeting control (NT). 48 hours after induction, cells were treated with DMSO (0.005%),
leptomycin B (20 nM), selinexor (500 nM), or verdinexor (500 nM) for 14 hours before they were subjected to p53 flow cytometry. Values denote p53 MFI normalized to DMSO-
treated cells transduced with the NT. (F) Rescue of the TRRAP-silencing–mediated mutp53 degradation by treatment with the MDM2 inhibitor Nutlin-3a. Namalwa cells were
transduced with a shRNA against TRRAP or a non-targeting control (NT). 4 days after transduction, cells were treated with DMSO (0.1%) or Nutlin-3a (10 mM) for 48 hours before
they were subjected to p53 flow cytometry. Values denote p53 MFI normalized to DMSO-treated cells transduced with the NT. (G) Rescue of the TRRAP-silencing–mediated
mutp53 degradation by CRISPR-Cas9–mediated knockout (KO) ofMDM2. KO cells were transducedwith a shRNA against TRRAP or a nontargeting control (NT) and subjected to
p53 flow cytometry 4 days after transduction. Values denote p53 MFI normalized to control (GFP) KO cells transduced with the NT. KOs were generated by transduction of
Namalwa cells with constructs harboring both Cas9 and sgRNAs against MDM2 or GFP (negative control).
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sets regulated by HDACs (Figure 6E). Indeed, several HDAC-
related gene sets were significantly altered upon TRRAP silencing
across cell lines, indicating that this function of TRRAP is inde-
pendent of p53 status. TRRAP knockdown deregulated 4 gene
sets composed of genes altered upon HDAC1/2/3 knockdown50

in mutp53 cells, which supports our finding that HDAC1/2/3 in-
hibition had the strongest impact on mutp53 levels.

Based on these observations, we investigated whether TRRAP
silencing or HDAC inhibition altered mutp53 acetylation.
Because p53 can be acetylated on multiple lysine residues,51

we immunoprecipitated mutp53 and quantified acetylation by
western blot using an antiacetylated lysine antibody (Figure 6F).
Basal acetylation of mutp53 was reduced to ;70% upon TRRAP
silencing, and HDAC inhibition reduced mutp53 acetylation
to a similar extent (;40% to 60%). This suggests that mutp53
acetylation may contribute to its stability and that TRRAP si-
lencing and HDAC1/2/3 inhibitors putatively regulate mutp53
levels by functional convergence.

Altogether, our results indicate that acetylation-modifying
complexes, including TRRAP-containing HAT complexes and
HDAC1/2/3, participate in regulation of p53 protein levels.

Discussion
Excessivemutp53 protein in tumors is at the root of mutp53GOF
properties and contributes to tumorigenesis. Targeting mutp53
accumulation may represent a tumor-specific strategy for ther-
apy. However, our understanding of the mechanisms through
which mutp53 is stabilized in cancer cells is presently still limited.
We conducted an RNAi screen to identify regulators of mutp53
protein levels, which revealed a central role of the HAT complex
and PIKK family member TRRAP in mediating mutp53 stabili-
zation, by protecting mutp53 from the natural p53 degradation
machinery. Therefore, our data support the idea that MDM2
retains the capacity to degrade mutp53.14,15 The specific role of
MDM2 in mutp53 degradation is, however, still under debate; it
is not limited to ubiquitination,52 but may also include other
effects, such as facilitating access to the proteasome.53

mutp53 is intrinsically unstable and requires additional onco-
genic events, such as chronic DNA damage, to be stabilized.8-12

Because TRRAP silencing also impaired wtp53 accumulation

upon genotoxic stress, TRRAP may be a physiological positive
regulator of p53 stability in stressed conditions. This may explain
our finding that TRRAP regulates mutp53 accumulation in-
dependently of p53 mutation sequence and cancer entity.
Overall, our results support the notion that mutp53 accumulation
in tumors is not achieved by proteins that specifically gain a
mutp53-stabilizing function but rather by hijacking the physio-
logical machinery of stress-induced wtp53 activation.

Several lines of evidence support a specific link between TRRAP
and p53 regulation and function. First, other members of the PIKK
family (ATM,54,55 ATR,56,57 DNA-PKcs,58,59 SMG1,60,61 and mTOR62,63)
are either direct regulators of p53 or are under the control of p53.
Secondly, TRRAP has been reported to bind to wtp53 and to be
essential for wtp53-dependentMDM2 expression.64 Thirdly, 3 of the
4 human TRRAP-containing HAT complexes (PCAF,65,66 TIP60,67,68

and STAGA69) have been reported to regulate p53, although
TRRAP’s specific functionwithin these complexes remains elusive.33

We identified a ;100-amino-acid stretch mapping to the N-clasp
and ring in TRRAP’s N-terminal HEAT repeat region, which was
essential for cell proliferation and mutp53 stabilization. The clasps
are important for closing the ring structure of TRRAP,37 suggesting
that targeting of this region may have a detrimental impact on
TRRAP’s overall structure. In yeast, this region is among the ones
mediating binding to the HAT complexes SAGA (human: STAGA)
andNuA4 (human: TIP60).70 Notably, this region is also in proximity
to the hotspot GOF S722F TRRAP mutation in melanoma.71

Therapeutic targeting of TRRAP in cancers harboring TP53 mu-
tations is appealing. Given the fact that we found no evidence
either for preferential toxicity of TRRAP silencing in mutp53 cells or
for a specific domain mediating mutp53 regulation, direct tar-
geting may be challenging. However, our finding that HDAC in-
hibition may be used to target mutp53 levels is of importance,
because we found this drug class to resemble TRRAP silencing in
terms of p53 regulation. Notably, 2 studies found evidence for
preferential toxicity of pan-HDAC inhibition inmutp53 cancer cells,
as compared with wtp53 cancer cells.46,47 In line with our results,
HDAC inhibition has been shown to downregulate mutp53 levels
by diverse mechanisms: while HDAC6 facilitates mutp53 stabili-
zation via activation of Hsp90,13 HDAC1, 2, and 8 are crucial for
maintaining TP53 transcription.48,49

Figure 6 (continued) vorinostat-treated (red) and DMSO-treated cells (gray). For cell lines with a bimodal p53 level, gates and the corresponding percentages for the p53-low
and p53-high population are indicated (10mMNutlin-3a,MDM2 inhibitor; 5mM17-AAG,Hsp90 inhibitor; 5mMMG-132, proteasome inhibitor; 10mMchloroquine, autophagy inhibitor;
5 mM vorinostat, HDAC inhibitor). (B) Effect of vorinostat on mutp53 expression and evaluation of MDM2-dependency. Namalwa cells were treated with DMSO (0.1%, gray), vorinostat
(5mM, red), orwith a combination of vorinostat andNutlin-3a (10mM,blue) for 24 hoursbefore theywereharvested.mRNAexpression values (mean1SD, n5 2) determinedbyqRT-PCR
and normalized toGAPDH and to DMSO-treated cells (left). p53 flow cytometry (right). Values denote p53 MFI normalized to DMSO-treated cells. (C) p53 flow cytometry of Namalwa
cells after treatment with 0.1%DMSO (gray) or different HDAC inhibitors (red). The target proteins of the different inhibitors are indicated. Values denote p53MFI normalized toDMSO-
treated cells (7.5mMtubacin; 7.5mMtubastatin A; 10mMPCI-34051; 500 nMentinostat; 500 nMmocetinostat). (D) Correlation of the impact of TRRAP silencing (8 days after transduction)
and Vorinostat treatment (5 mM, 24 hours) on mutp53 levels determined by flow cytometry. Values denote p53 MFIs normalized to either untransduced or DMSO-treated cells,
respectively. FACS plots in parts reproduced from panel A. The Pearson correlation coefficient (r) and the corresponding P value are indicated. (E) Gene set enrichment analysis of
differentially expressed genes after TRRAP knockdown (shRNA #233) in mutp53Namalwa, wtp53 Seraphina, and p53KO Seraphina cells (compared with nontargeting control). Cells were
selected with puromycin for 48 hours and harvested 6 to 8 days after transduction. Analysis was performed using PAGE with the MSigDB gene set collection “c2” filtered for the term
“HDAC.”Only gene sets that were significantly altered in at least 1 cell line are shown (adjusted P, .05), and nonsignificant enrichments are shown in gray. HDAC1/2/3-related pathways
are highlighted.50 (F) Impact of HDAC inhibition and TRRAP silencing on mutp53 acetylation. Namalwa cells were treated with DMSO (0.05%) or different HDAC inhibitors before they
were subjected to p53 or control (IgG) immunoprecipitation (IP). Silencing experimentswere performedusingNamalwa cells with IPTG-inducible shRNAs against TRRAP (shRNA#233) or
a nontargeting control (NT). Cells were harvested 18 hours after drug exposureor 4 days after shRNA induction andwere treatedwith the deacetylase inhibitors trichostatin A (1mM) and
nicotinamide (5 mM) for the last 4 hours of culture to enrich for acetylated proteins. Protein expression was determined by western blot and normalized to GAPDH (input samples).
Acetylation (Ac) of p53 was detected using an antiacetylated lysine antibody and normalized to total p53 (IP samples) and to cells transduced with the NT or to DMSO-treated cells,
respectively. Asterisk indicates an unspecific band. Ac-BSA, acetylated bovine serum albumin, positive control; vorinostat, 1 mM; entinostat, 500 nM; mocetinostat, 500 nM.
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The surprising finding that silencing of the HAT complex member
TRRAP andHDAC inhibition both converge on decreasingmutp53
acetylation argues for an indirect mode of action. In general, our
data are consistent with studies that have linked p53 deacetylation
to its destabilization.72 Because the impact of acetylation onmutp53
stabilization remains incompletely understood,16 this warrants further
studies. In particular, it remains unclear whether deacetylation is the
signal which initiates the degradation cascade.

In summary, our study provides a strong link between acetylation-
modifying complexes and regulation of p53 protein levels, which
may be exploitable in cancer therapy.
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Germany), Ralf Küppers (Institute forCell Biology [Tumor Research], University
of Duisburg-Essen, Germany), Dieter Kube (Department of Hematology and
Oncology, Georg-August University of Göttingen, Germany), Peter Lichter
(German Cancer Research Center, Heidelberg, Germany), Jose I. Martı́n-
Subero (Institute of Human Genetics, University Hospital Schleswig-Holstein
Campus Kiel/Christian-Albrechts University Kiel, Germany), Peter Möller
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19. Dietrich S, Oleś M, Lu J, et al. Drug-
perturbation-based stratification of blood
cancer. J Clin Invest. 2018;128(1):427-445.

20. Mohr J, Helfrich H, Fuge M, et al. DNA
damage-induced transcriptional program in
CLL: biological and diagnostic implications for
functional p53 testing. Blood. 2011;117(5):
1622-1632.

21. Słabicki M, Lee KS, Jethwa A, et al. Dissection
of CD20 regulation in lymphoma using RNAi.
Leukemia. 2016;30(12):2409-2412.

22. Shi J, Wang E, Milazzo JP, Wang Z, Kinney JB,
Vakoc CR. Discovery of cancer drug targets by
CRISPR-Cas9 screening of protein domains.
Nat Biotechnol. 2015;33(6):661-667.

23. Doench JG, Fusi N, Sullender M, et al.
Optimized sgRNA design to maximize ac-
tivity and minimize off-target effects of
CRISPR-Cas9. Nat Biotechnol. 2016;34(2):
184-191.

24. Werner T, Sweetman G, Savitski MF,
Mathieson T, Bantscheff M, Savitski MM. Ion
coalescence of neutron encoded TMT 10-plex
reporter ions. Anal Chem. 2014;86(7):
3594-3601.

25. Franken H, Mathieson T, Childs D, et al.
Thermal proteome profiling for unbiased
identification of direct and indirect drug tar-
gets using multiplexed quantitative mass
spectrometry. Nat Protoc. 2015;10(10):
1567-1593.

26. Zhang X, Smits AH, van Tilburg GB, Ovaa H,
Huber W, Vermeulen M. Proteome-wide
identification of ubiquitin interactions using
UbIA-MS. Nat Protoc. 2018;13(3):530-550.

27. Kim SY, Volsky DJ. PAGE: parametric analysis
of gene set enrichment. BMC Bioinformatics.
2005;6(1):144.

28. Davidoff AM, Humphrey PA, Iglehart JD,
Marks JR. Genetic basis for p53 over-
expression in human breast cancer. Proc Natl
Acad Sci USA. 1991;88(11):5006-5010.

29. Fu L, Minden MD, Benchimol S. Translational
regulation of human p53 gene expression.
EMBO J. 1996;15(16):4392-4401.

30. Hart T, Brown KR, Sircoulomb F, Rottapel R,
Moffat J. Measuring error rates in genomic
perturbation screens: gold standards for hu-
man functional genomics.Mol Syst Biol. 2014;
10(7):733.

31. Schmitz R, Young RM, Ceribelli M, et al. Burkitt
lymphoma pathogenesis and therapeutic
targets from structural and functional geno-
mics. Nature. 2012;490(7418):116-120.

32. Pastor DM, Irby RB, Poritz LS. Tumor necrosis
factor alpha induces p53 up-regulated mod-
ulator of apoptosis expression in colorectal
cancer cell lines. Dis Colon Rectum. 2010;
53(3):257-263.

33. Murr R, Vaissière T, Sawan C, Shukla V, Herceg
Z. Orchestration of chromatin-based
processes: mind the TRRAP.Oncogene. 2007;
26(37):5358-5372.

34. Basso K, Margolin AA, Stolovitzky G, Klein U,
Dalla-Favera R, Califano A. Reverse engi-
neering of regulatory networks in human
B cells. Nat Genet. 2005;37(4):382-390.

35. Cerami E, Gao J, Dogrusoz U, et al. The cBio
cancer genomics portal: an open platform for
exploring multidimensional cancer genomics
data. Cancer Discov. 2012;2(5):401-404.

36. Herceg Z, Hulla W, Gell D, et al. Disruption of
Trrap causes early embryonic lethality and
defects in cell cycle progression. Nat Genet.
2001;29(2):206-211.

TRRAP REGULATES p53 ACCUMULATION IN LYMPHOMA blood® 21 JUNE 2018 | VOLUME 131, NUMBER 25 2801

For personal use only.on November 9, 2018. by guest  www.bloodjournal.orgFrom 

http://www.bloodjournal.org/
http://www.bloodjournal.org/site/subscriptions/ToS.xhtml


37. Dı́az-Santı́n LM, Lukoyanova N, Aciyan E,
Cheung AC. Cryo-EM structure of the
SAGA and NuA4 coactivator subunit Tra1
at 3.7 angstrom resolution. eLife. 2017;6:
e28384.

38. Wurdak H, Zhu S, Romero A, et al. An RNAi
screen identifies TRRAP as a regulator of brain
tumor-initiating cell differentiation. Cell Stem
Cell. 2010;6(1):37-47.

39. Herceg Z, Li H, Cuenin C, et al. Genome-wide
analysis of gene expression regulated by the
HAT cofactor Trrap in conditional knockout
cells. Nucleic Acids Res. 2003;31(23):
7011-7023.

40. McMahon SB, Van Buskirk HA, Dugan KA,
Copeland TD, Cole MD. The novel ATM-
related protein TRRAP is an essential cofactor
for the c-Myc and E2F oncoproteins. Cell.
1998;94(3):363-374.

41. Park J, Kunjibettu S, McMahon SB, Cole MD.
The ATM-related domain of TRRAP is required
for histone acetyltransferase recruitment and
Myc-dependent oncogenesis. Genes Dev.
2001;15(13):1619-1624.

42. Stark C, Breitkreutz BJ, Reguly T, Boucher L,
Breitkreutz A, Tyers M. BioGRID: a general
repository for interaction datasets. Nucleic
Acids Res. 2006;34(Database issue):
D535-D539.

43. AnW, Kim J, Roeder RG. Ordered cooperative
functions of PRMT1, p300, and CARM1 in
transcriptional activation by p53. Cell. 2004;
117(6):735-748.

44. Binder JX, Pletscher-Frankild S, Tsafou K, et al.
COMPARTMENTS: unification and visualiza-
tion of protein subcellular localization evi-
dence. Database (Oxford). 2014;2014:
bau012.

45. Marchione R, Leibovitch SA, Lenormand JL.
The translational factor eIF3f: the ambivalent
eIF3 subunit. Cell Mol Life Sci. 2013;70(19):
3603-3616.

46. Blagosklonny MV, Trostel S, Kayastha G, et al.
Depletion of mutant p53 and cytotoxicity of
histone deacetylase inhibitors. Cancer Res.
2005;65(16):7386-7392.

47. Li D, Marchenko ND, Moll UM. SAHA shows
preferential cytotoxicity in mutant p53
cancer cells by destabilizing mutant p53
through inhibition of the HDAC6-Hsp90
chaperone axis. Cell Death Differ. 2011;
18(12):1904-1913.

48. Wang ZT, Chen ZJ, Jiang GM, et al. Histone
deacetylase inhibitors suppress mutant p53

transcription via HDAC8/YY1 signals in triple
negative breast cancer cells.Cell Signal. 2016;
28(5):506-515.

49. Stojanovic N, Hassan Z, Wirth M, et al. HDAC1
and HDAC2 integrate the expression of p53
mutants in pancreatic cancer. Oncogene.
2017;36(13):1804-1815.

50. Senese S, Zaragoza K, Minardi S, et al. Role for
histone deacetylase 1 in human tumor cell
proliferation. Mol Cell Biol. 2007;27(13):
4784-4795.

51. Dai C, Gu W. p53 post-translational modifi-
cation: deregulated in tumorigenesis. Trends
Mol Med. 2010;16(11):528-536.

52. Lai Z, Ferry KV, Diamond MA, et al. Human
mdm2 mediates multiple mono-
ubiquitination of p53 by a mechanism re-
quiring enzyme isomerization. J Biol Chem.
2001;276(33):31357-31367.

53. Kulikov R, Letienne J, Kaur M, Grossman SR,
Arts J, Blattner C. Mdm2 facilitates the asso-
ciation of p53 with the proteasome. Proc Natl
Acad Sci USA. 2010;107(22):10038-10043.

54. Banin S, Moyal L, Shieh S, et al. Enhanced
phosphorylation of p53 by ATM in response to
DNA damage. Science. 1998;281(5383):
1674-1677.

55. Maya R, Balass M, Kim ST, et al. ATM-
dependent phosphorylation of Mdm2 on
serine 395: role in p53 activation by DNA
damage. Genes Dev. 2001;15(9):1067-1077.

56. Shieh SY, Ahn J, Tamai K, Taya Y, Prives C. The
human homologs of checkpoint kinases Chk1
and Cds1 (Chk2) phosphorylate p53 at mul-
tiple DNA damage-inducible sites. Genes
Dev. 2000;14(3):289-300.

57. Rundle S, Bradbury A, Drew Y, Curtin NJ.
Targeting the ATR-CHK1 axis in cancer ther-
apy. Cancers (Basel). 2017;9(5):E41.

58. Woo RA, Jack MT, Xu Y, Burma S, Chen DJ,
Lee PW. DNA damage-induced apoptosis
requires the DNA-dependent protein kinase,
and is mediated by the latent population of
p53. EMBO J. 2002;21(12):3000-3008.

59. Woo RA, McLure KG, Lees-Miller SP, Rancourt
DE, Lee PW. DNA-dependent protein kinase
acts upstream of p53 in response to DNA
damage. Nature. 1998;394(6694):700-704.

60. Brumbaugh KM, Otterness DM, Geisen C,
et al. The mRNA surveillance protein hSMG-1
functions in genotoxic stress response path-
ways inmammalian cells.Mol Cell. 2004;14(5):
585-598.

61. Gewandter JS, Bambara RA, O’Reilly MA. The
RNA surveillance protein SMG1 activates p53
in response to DNA double-strand breaks but
not exogenously oxidized mRNA. Cell Cycle.
2011;10(15):2561-2567.

62. Feng Z, Zhang H, Levine AJ, Jin S. The co-
ordinate regulation of the p53 and mTOR
pathways in cells. Proc Natl Acad Sci USA.
2005;102(23):8204-8209.

63. Dando I, Cordani M, Donadelli M. Mutant p53
and mTOR/PKM2 regulation in cancer cells.
IUBMB Life. 2016;68(9):722-726.

64. Ard PG, Chatterjee C, Kunjibettu S, Adside LR,
Gralinski LE, McMahon SB. Transcriptional
regulation of the mdm2 oncogene by p53
requires TRRAP acetyltransferase complexes.
Mol Cell Biol. 2002;22(16):5650-5661.

65. Kumar A, Zhao Y, Meng G, et al. Human
papillomavirus oncoprotein E6 inactivates the
transcriptional coactivator human ADA3. Mol
Cell Biol. 2002;22(16):5801-5812.

66. Linares LK, Kiernan R, Triboulet R, et al.
Intrinsic ubiquitination activity of PCAF con-
trols the stability of the oncoprotein Hdm2.
Nat Cell Biol. 2007;9(3):331-338.

67. Legube G, Linares LK, Lemercier C, Scheffner
M, Khochbin S, Trouche D. Tip60 is targeted
to proteasome-mediated degradation by
Mdm2 and accumulates after UV irradiation.
EMBO J. 2002;21(7):1704-1712.

68. Legube G, Linares LK, Tyteca S, et al. Role of
the histone acetyl transferase Tip60 in the p53
pathway. J Biol Chem. 2004;279(43):
44825-44833.

69. Gamper AM, Roeder RG. Multivalent binding
of p53 to the STAGA complex mediates
coactivator recruitment after UV damage.Mol
Cell Biol. 2008;28(8):2517-2527.

70. Knutson BA, Hahn S. Domains of Tra1 im-
portant for activator recruitment and tran-
scription coactivator functions of SAGA and
NuA4 complexes. Mol Cell Biol. 2011;31(4):
818-831.

71. Wei X, Walia V, Lin JC, et al; NISC Compar-
ative Sequencing Program. Exome se-
quencing identifies GRIN2A as frequently
mutated in melanoma.Nat Genet. 2011;43(5):
442-446.

72. Bode AM, Dong Z. Post-translational modifi-
cation of p53 in tumorigenesis. Nat Rev
Cancer. 2004;4(10):793-805.

2802 blood® 21 JUNE 2018 | VOLUME 131, NUMBER 25 JETHWA et al

For personal use only.on November 9, 2018. by guest  www.bloodjournal.orgFrom 

http://www.bloodjournal.org/
http://www.bloodjournal.org/site/subscriptions/ToS.xhtml


online April 13, 2018
 originally publisheddoi:10.1182/blood-2017-09-806679

2018 131: 2789-2802
 
 

Aylon, Moshe Oren and Thorsten Zenz
Mandy Rettel, Junyan Lu, Arne H. Smits, Frank Stein, Mikhail M. Savitski, Wolfgang Huber, Yael
Lena Wagner, Tatjana Walther, Wolfram Klapper, MMML Network Project, Hanibal Bohnenberger, 
Alexander Jethwa, Mikolaj Slabicki, Jennifer Hüllein, Marius Jentzsch, Vineet Dalal, Sophie Rabe,
 
wild-type p53 in lymphoma
TRRAP is essential for regulating the accumulation of mutant and
 

http://www.bloodjournal.org/content/131/25/2789.full.html
Updated information and services can be found at:

 (2919 articles)Lymphoid Neoplasia    
Articles on similar topics can be found in the following Blood collections

http://www.bloodjournal.org/site/misc/rights.xhtml#repub_requests
Information about reproducing this article in parts or in its entirety may be found online at:

http://www.bloodjournal.org/site/misc/rights.xhtml#reprints
Information about ordering reprints may be found online at:

http://www.bloodjournal.org/site/subscriptions/index.xhtml
Information about subscriptions and ASH membership may be found online at:

  
Copyright 2011 by The American Society of Hematology; all rights reserved.
of Hematology, 2021 L St, NW, Suite 900, Washington DC 20036.
Blood (print ISSN 0006-4971, online ISSN 1528-0020), is published weekly by the American Society

For personal use only.on November 9, 2018. by guest  www.bloodjournal.orgFrom 

http://www.bloodjournal.org/content/131/25/2789.full.html
http://www.bloodjournal.org/cgi/collection/lymphoid_neoplasia
http://www.bloodjournal.org/site/misc/rights.xhtml#repub_requests
http://www.bloodjournal.org/site/misc/rights.xhtml#reprints
http://www.bloodjournal.org/site/subscriptions/index.xhtml
http://www.bloodjournal.org/site/subscriptions/ToS.xhtml
http://www.bloodjournal.org/site/subscriptions/ToS.xhtml
http://www.bloodjournal.org/
http://www.bloodjournal.org/site/subscriptions/ToS.xhtml

