
Key 

• Red = mistake 

• Green = fixed  

• Yellow = could be better 

• Blue = a better option  

• Purple = spelling  
 

 
 

Original Rewrite 

The information is given in a form of a line 
graph which illustrates the changes in the 
average amount of carbon dioxide emitted 
per person in United Kingdom, Sweden, 
Italy, and Portugal from 1967 to 2007. 
United are measured in metric tonnes. 
Overall, the figures for Italy and Portugal 
were in an upward trend whereas that of 
Sweden – where is the UK? experienced an 
opposite trend over the 40-year period. It 
is also clear that throughout the given 
period, United Kindom emitted the 
greatest level of carbon diaxiode per 
person despite witnessing a downward 
trend.   

The line graph illustrates the changes in 
the average amount of carbon dioxide 
emitted per person in United Kingdom, 
Sweden, Italy, and Portugal from 1967 to 
2007. United are measured in metric 
tonnes.  
 
Overall, while the two countries with the 
highest levels of emissions saw a decline in 
CO2 missions over the period, the two 
countries with the lowest levels saw a rise. 
However, despite witnessing a downward 
trend, the United Kindom still emitted the 
greatest level of carbon dioxiode per 
person in every year, although the gap 
between them and the lowest producrer 
had narrowed significantly.  

 



😊 

• Your final key feature is good – well done 
• You have few language errors here as well, which is great (just be careful of 

spelling) 

😔 

• Your introductory sentence is far too long. You do not need to say “The 
information is given in the form of a X” – this adds nothing to the report and is just 
a waste of words. You can simply say “The line chart shows” 

• Paragraphing: It is better to leave a space between your overview and 
introduction (but this is not mandatory) 

• Poor first key feature: Good key features never list items (i.e. the countries). 
Instead, they should SUMMARISE the changes.  

o Which countries declined? Those that were highest at the start.  
o Which ones grew? Those that had low emissions at the start.  

Trying to find the connection between items with similar trends is the key to doing 
well here. 

• Missing Key Feature: This is a new common key feature in IELTS. The item that is 
highest at the start of the period falls while those that are lowest grew. As a result, 
the level of the items is much more similar at the start than at the end – see how I 
added this to the end of your final sentence. We actually discuss this chart a 
recent podcast - I think you will find it very useful. Here is the link: 
http://blog.myieltsclassroom.com/ielts-line-graphs/ 

 
Original Rewrite 

Firstly, the information on United Kingdom 
and Sweden would be discussed. It can 
clearly be seen that – this expression is 
only used for the overview! the number for 
United Kingdom stood at roughly 11 in 
1967. Over a span of 10 years, the number 
remained relatively stable before 
decreasing slightly to approximately 9 in 
2007. In regard to Sweden, the number 
rose from about 8.5 in 1967 to just over 10 
in 1977. In the following 10 years, it 
dropped drastically to around 7, X 
followed by a moderate decline by 2 in 
2007.   

In terms of the two countries with high 
levels of emissions in 1967, United 
Kingdom stood at roughly 11 in 1967. Over 
a span of 10 years, the amount remained 
relatively stable before decreasing slightly 
to approximately 9 in 2007. In regard to 
Sweden, the number rose from about 8.5 
in 1967 to just over 10 in 1977. In the 
following 10 years, it dropped drastically 
to around 7, before declining moderately 
by 2 in 2007.   

 
😊 
 

• You have shown a nice range of lexis here 



 

😔 

 
• Your opening sentence is pointless – it is good to tell me which items you will 

discuss in this paragraph but only if you make it clear why you have made the 
selection! Look at how I changed your opening sentence to do this. 

• The expression “It could be clearly seen” is only used to start to the overview. 
Using it twice in the report is confusing. 

• Try not to use “the number” unless it is clear what the number refers to- here 
you haven’t said that this is carbon emissions. You have made this error 
throughout the report. It is not “the number” that is increasing – it is “carbon 
emissions”. 

• You have made NO comparisons at all in this paragraph. Well done for describing 
the UK first as this is the most significant item, and well done for describing it from 
start to finish. However, as soon as you switch to Sweden, you have to start 
comparing. You are just describing each line from start to finish. You HAVE TO 
COMPARE ITEMS – let me write down a basic guide for you (and then you can see 
what I did in my model report) 
 

1. Start by describing ONE item completely (i.e. from start to end) – this is 
usually the item that started in the highest position (not always but 90% of 
the time) Why? This is because our brains like to have a fixed point that we 
can then compare to. 

2. Then, after you have described the ONE item fully, you can describe a 
second one, but COMPARE it to the first. Now you can say things like 
“started slightly lower” / “followed a similar pattern”/ “overtook” 

3. In the second paragraph, describe the least interesting trends, but try to 
make as many comparisons as you can (usually this will include overtakes 
and final numbers) 

4. Never compare to an item that has not been introduced yet (i.e. in this 
paragraph we will talk about Italy overtaking Sweden in the next 
paragraph)  

Original Rewrite 

Secondly, the data on Italy and Portugal 
needs to be examined. It is evident that in 
1967, the figures for Italy and Portugal 
started at just over 4 and about 1, 
respectively. X Between 1967 and 1997, 
the figure for Italy noticed a significant 
escalation and reached a peak at almost 8, 
thus surpassing the figure for Sweden. 
Likewise, the figure for Portugal saw a 
great jump and peaked at around 7 in the 
same period. Thereafter, the figures for 
both Italy and Portugal leveled off until 

Italy and Portugal, however, showed the 
opposite trend. X In 1967, the figures for 
both countries started at just over 4 and 
about 1, respectively. Then, between 1967 
and 1997, carbon emissions in Italy saw a 
significant rise and reached a peak at 
almost 8, thus surpassing the figure for 
Sweden. Likewise, emission levels in  
Portugal saw a great jump and peaked at 
around 7 in the same period. Thereafter, 
the figures for both Italy and Portugal 



2007. A closer look at the graph reveals 
that the figures for Portugal and Sweden 
intersected at around 7 in 2007. – why do 
you need to look closer? We have already 
been looking closely!  

levelled off until 2007, with the figure for 
Portugal being the same as Sweden.  

 
😔 

• Your opening sentence is again pointless – look at my change 
• Lexis: 

o Trends can “see” or “witness” an increase, but they cannot “notice” one 
o “escalation” is not used for charts – it has a more emotional meaning (i.e. 

when tension increases) 
o again, stop saying that “the figure for” rose – it is the emissions that rose 

• Why have you decided to describe both items together? I do not think that this is 
a good idea for this chart. As I described above, it is better to do one line at a time 
while making relevant comparisons. Apart from both increasing, there is no reason 
to do them simultaneously. (although you have made some comparisons here) 

Band score and comments     
Task 

achievement 
6.0 You have the right format for the report, but your 

overview is weak as it just lists countries, and you 
have failed to note anywhere that the level of 
emissions are more similar at the end of the period 
than the beginning. More importantly, there are 
nowhere enough comparisons in your report. Look at 
the grey parts in my model answer below – this is 
what you should be aiming for. 

Coherence & 
cohesion 

6.0 / 7.0 You should be an easy 7.0 here, but your “topic 
sentences” were totally pointless and there are places 
where you add a lot of unnecessary phrases.  

Lexical 
resource  

7.0 You have a good range of lexis here, but there is also 
an overuse of “this figure”, the incorrect use of 
“escalation” and “noticed”. 

Grammar 8.0 You do well here with few errors and a good range – 
well done. 

Overall 
band score 

6.5 / 7.0 
Your grammar score has saved you here, but you can go 
much higher if you improve your overview and include 



more relevant comparisons. Look at my model below for 
help. 

 
The line graph illustrates the changes in carbon dioxide emitted per person in United 
Kingdom, Sweden, Italy, and Portugal from 1967 to 2007. United are measured in metric 
tonnes.  
 
Overall, it can be clearly seen that while the highest producers at the start of the period 
decreased, the countries with the lowest amount of emissions increased. As a result, 
although the UK remained the producer of CO2 throughout the period, the difference 
between the highest and lowest was much smaller at the end than the beginning. 
 
In terms of the two countries with high levels of emissions in 1967, the UK was the highest, 
standing at around 11 in 1967, but this figure fell steadily over the 40 years to end at 
roughly. Likewise, Sweden started at a slightly lower 8.5, and despite hitting a peak at just 
over 10 in 1977 at almost the same level as the UK, it then fell sharply to end at around 5.5. 
 
In contrast, the other two countries saw a dramatic rise in CO2 emissions. Italy started with 
half the emission levels of Sweden in 1967, but grew sharply, overtaking it in 1987 at roughly 
7. Emissions continued to grow, ending at just under 8. Finally, Portugal had by far the 
lowest levels of emissions at the start, but saw steep growth, reaching the same level as 
Sweden in 2007 making it the country that saw the most change. In fact, the gap in CO2 
production between the highest and lowest country had reduced from around 9 to 3. 
 
 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 


