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LAMPIRAN

Lampiran 1. Skema Kerja

Penyiapan hewan uji

(Drosophila melanogaster)

v

Penyiapan obat dan

pembuatan larutan stok

Indometasin

v

Pembutan pakan perlakuan

Dilarutkan indomethacin sebanyak
0,05367gram dalam 10 ml etanol
96%

Pakan dibuat dari kertas saring
yang telah dibentuk menjadi
lingkaran sesuai ukuran diameter
vial Drosophila, dan di tetesi
Larutan sukrosa 5% dan obat

Kontrol
Normal

K.Pelarut
(Etanol 96%)

3,75 mM

Indometasin Indometasin

7,5mM

Indometasin
15 mM

\4

Analisis Survival

Smurf Assay

\ 4

Analisis ekspresi gen

A4

Analisis Data
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Lampiran 2. Gambar penelitian

Gambar 7. Pengamatan uji Survival pada lalat dewasa yang diberikan indometasin dalam
medium pakan kertas saring.

Gambar 8. Pengamatan Uji smurf untuk melihat gangguan integritas usus pada lalat
dewasa yang diletakkan dalam medium pakan biru.




Lampiran 3. Perhitungan konsentrasi Indometasin dalam pakan drosophila

e Dibuat pengenceran untuk konsentrasi 15 mM

gram 1000
=— X

M
Mr v
3
_ gram 1000
15x10 = 3578 = Tom
Gram = 0,05 gram = 50 mg (ad 10 ml Etanol 96%)

e Dibuat pengenceran indometasin untuk konsentrasi 7,5 mM
V1xN1 = V2xN2
Vix15mM=2mLx 7,5 mM

_ 2mL=75mM

Vi=————=1mL larutan indometasin (ad 2 ml Etanol 96%)

Dibuat pengenceran indometasin untuk konsentrasi 3.75 mM
V1xN1 = V2xN2
Vix 7,5 mM =2 mL x 3,75 mM

_ 52mlL = 3,75 mM

— = 1 mL larutan indometasin (ad 2 mim Etanol 96%).

V1
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Lampiran 4. Analysis Of Variance (ANOVA)

Tabel 2. Hasil perbandingan tukey uji survival Lalat ewasa setelah terpapar Indometasin

Tukey's multiple comparisons test Mean Diff. 95.00% CI of diff. Summary Adjusted P Value
Kontrol Normal vs. Etanol 96% -10.71 -27.80t0 6.371 ns 0.3713
Kontrol Normal vs. Indometasin 3,75 mM -0.7143 -17.80 to 16.37 ns >0.9999
Kontrol Normal vs. Indometasin 7,5 mM -12.38 -27.55 to0 2.785 ns 0.1483
Kontrol Normal vs. Indometasin 15 mM -13.21 -27.32 t0 0.8937 ns 0.074
Etanol 96% vs. Indometasin 3,75 mM 10 -9.275t0 29.28 ns 0.555
Etanol 96% vs. Indometasin 7,5 mM -1.667 -19.26 to 15.93 ns 0.9986
Etanol 96% vs. Indometasin 15 mM -2.5 -19.19 to 14.19 ns 0.9916
Indometasin 3,75 mM vs. Indometasin 7,5 mM -11.67 -29.26 t0 5.929 ns 0.318
Indometasin 3,75 mM vs. Indometasin 15 mM -12.5 -29.19t0 4.193 ns 0.2115
Indometasin 7,5 mM vs. Indometasin 15 mM -0.8333 -15.55t0 13.89 ns 0.9998
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Tabel 3. Hasil Perbandingan Tukey Ekspresi gen totA

Tukey's multiple comparisons test Mean Diff. 95.00% CI of diff. Summary Adjusted P Value
Kontrol Normal vs. Etanol 96% 0.8089 -0.2507 to 1.868 ns 0.1271
Kontrol Normal vs. Indometasin 3.75 mM 0.05335 -1.006 to 1.113 ns 0.9995
Kontrol Normal vs. Indometasin 7.5 mM 0.3296 -0.7300 to 1.389 ns 0.7298
Kontrol Normal vs. Indometasin 15 mM -9.503 -10.56 to -8.443 ok <0.0001
Etanol 96% vs. Indometasin 3.75 mM -0.7555 -1.815t0 0.3041 ns 0.1565
Etanol 96% vs. Indometasin 7.5 mM -0.4793 -1.539 to 0.5803 ns 0.455
Etanol 96% vs. Indometasin 15 mM -10.31 -11.37 t0 -9.252 rkkk <0.0001
Indometasin 3.75 mM vs. Indometasin 7.5 mM 0.2762 -0.7834 t0 1.336 ns 0.8259
Indometasin 3.75 mM vs. Indometasin 15 mM -9.556 -10.62 to -8.497 okkk <0.0001
Indometasin 7.5 mM vs. Indometasin 15 mM -9.833 -10.89t0 -8.773 Fhkk <0.0001
Tabel 4. Hasil Perbandingan Tukey Ekspresi gen tom40
Tukey's multiple comparisons test Mean Diff. 95.00% CI of diff. Summary | Adjusted P Value
Kontrol Normal vs. Etanol 96% 0.7876 -0.3816 to 1.957 ns 0.1844
Kontrol Normal vs. Indometasin 3.75 mM 0.08035 -1.089 to 1.250 ns 0.9983
Kontrol Normal vs. Indometasin 7.5 mM -0.0822 -1.251 to 1.087 ns 0.9981
Kontrol Normal vs. Indometasin 15 mM -5.197 -6.366 to -4.028 FrAK <0.0001
Etanol 96% vs. Indometasin 3.75 mM -0.7073 -1.876 t0 0.4619 ns 0.2458
Etanol 96% vs. Indometasin 7.5 mM -0.8698 -2.039 to 0.2994 ns 0.1376
Etanol 96% vs. Indometasin 15 mM -5.985 -7.154 to -4.816 rkkx <0.0001
Indometasin 3.75 mM vs. Indometasin 7.5 mM -0.1626 -1.332 to 1.007 ns 0.9761
Indometasin 3.75 mM vs. Indometasin 15 mM -5.277 -6.447 to -4.108 Fkkk <0.0001
Indometasin 7.5 mM vs. Indometasin 15 mM -5.115 -6.284 to -3.946 Fkkk <0.0001
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Tabel 5. Hasil Perbandingan Tukey Ekspresi gen sod1

Tukey's multiple comparisons test Mean Diff. 95.00% CI of diff. Summary Adjusted P Value
Kontrol Normal vs. Etanol 96 % 0.6325 -0.3841 to 1.649 ns 0.2287
Kontrol Normal vs. Indometasin 3.75 mM 0.01585 -1.001 to 1.032 ns >0.9999
Kontrol Normal vs. Indometasin 7.5 mM -0.0178 -1.034 to 0.9989 ns >0.9999
Kontrol Normal vs. Indometasin 15 mM -4.453 -5.470 to -3.437 Rk <0.0001
Etanol 96 % vs. Indometasin 3.75 mM -0.6167 -1.633 to 0.4000 ns 0.2441
Etanol 96 % vs. Indometasin 7.5 mM -0.6503 -1.667 to 0.3664 ns 0.2126
Etanol 96 % vs. Indometasin 15 mM -5.086 -6.102 to -4.069 FRAK <0.0001
Indometasin 3.75 mM vs. Indometasin 7.5 mM -0.0336 -1.050 t0 0.9830 ns >0.9999
Indometasin 3.75 mM vs. Indometasin 15 mM -4.469 -5.486 to -3.453 FRAK <0.0001
Indometasin 7.5 mM vs. Indometasin 15 mM -4.436 -5.452 t0 -3.419 ko <0.0001

Tabel 6. Hasil Perbandingan Tukey Ekspresi gen sod2
Tukey's multiple comparisons test Mean Diff. 95.00% CI of diff. Summary Adjusted P Value
Kontrol Normal vs. Etanol 96% 0.8837 -1.046 to 2.813 ns 0.4453
Kontrol Normal vs. Indometasin 3.75 mM 0.06695 -1.863 to 1.997 ns 0.9999
Kontrol Normal vs. Indometasin 7.5 mM -0.0453 -1.9751t01.884 ns >0.9999
Kontrol Normal vs. Indometasin 15 mM -6.556 -8.486 to -4.627 i 0.0002
Etanol 96% vs. Indometasin 3.75 mM -0.8168 -2.746t01.113 ns 0.5071
Etanol 96% vs. Indometasin 7.5 mM -0.929 -2.859 t0 1.001 ns 0.4066
Etanol 96% vs. Indometasin 15 mM -7.44 -9.370 to -5.510 i 0.0001
Indometasin 3.75 mM vs. Indometasin 7.5 mM -0.1123 -2.042 t0 1.817 ns 0.9991
Indometasin 3.75 mM vs. Indometasin 15 mM -6.623 -8.553 to -4.694 ko 0.0002
Indometasin 7.5 mM vs. Indometasin 15 mM -6.511 -8.441 to -4.581 ok 0.0002

25




Tabel 7. Hasil Perbandingan Tukey Ekspresi gen cat

Tukey's multiple comparisons test Mean Diff. 95.00% CI of diff. Summary Adjusted P Value
Kontrol Normal vs. Etanol 96% 0.8738 -0.7987 to 2.546 ns 0.3453
Kontrol Normal vs. Indometasin 3.75 mM 0.055 -1.617 to 1.727 ns >0.9999
Kontrol Normal vs. Indometasin 7.5 mM -0.6364 -2.309t0 1.036 ns 0.5895
Kontrol Normal vs. Indometasin 15 mM -4.384 -6.056 to -2.711 il 0.0007
Etanol 96% vs. Indometasin 3.75 mM -0.8188 -2.491 to 0.8537 ns 0.3938
Etanol 96% vs. Indometasin 7.5 mM -1.51 -3.183t0 0.1624 ns 0.0725
Etanol 96% vs. Indometasin 15 mM -5.257 -6.930 to -3.585 kk 0.0003
Indometasin 3.75 mM vs. Indometasin 7.5 mM -0.6914 -2.364 t0 0.9811 ns 0.5257
Indometasin 3.75 mM vs. Indometasin 15 mM -4.439 -6.111 to -2.766 *xk 0.0007
Indometasin 7.5 mM vs. Indometasin 15 mM -3.747 -5.420 to -2.075 *x 0.0015
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