Justification:
The first stage of introduction mostly starts with broad statement and present tense is used for the statement of the fact of the research. In next stage will use reference to provide the information about the study and support the meaning of the project (Margaret, Patrick 2013). Therefore, the structure and content of introduction were changed to start from the broad to specific. The reviewer had left the comments that structure of introduction was too massive and difficult to read, thus, the sentence structures were changed clearer and straightforward. Some content were deleted such as sulphonylureas treatment, which did not really relate to this study, and also some information in diabetic nephropathy that were too much in detail and made the content complex to confused audients. Some overlapping sentences were deleted or combined to one sentence, which might reduce the words and save reading time. Furthermore, it had been told in the tutorial that added lineage sentences between each point paragraph helped reader follow the structure of the content and made the introduction more clearly. The reviewer also suggested removing the diagram to underneath of the content, which might be easy to follow. 
To make the paper understood by people unfamiliar with the scientific knowledge, first need to consider what in it is for the reader, and then fits into the broader pattern of science, why the works be done, the major results and finally is some methodology (Lindsay 2011). Therefore, during the re-writing, general background like insulin function and kidney function were supplied for reader to help read, and also in abstract, only mentioned the methods, which were related in the discussion, made the abstract concise. In the discussion, some of meaningless results were deleted since they were not very interesting and were not completely finish, meanwhile, the explanation of the result became clearer than prior, as the communication in the scientific paper need to be clearly for audient to understand without too much details from the reference. Additionally, discussion is the part to analysis result in order and draw conclusions from each issue to make up discussion (Lindsay 2011), therefore, some sentences moved to the introduction part or were deleted such as OGTT part, as they did not help for analysis result and draw conclusion.
My friend helped me to reduce the gramma and spelling issues, which should be better than the prior paper. 
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