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Key Areas of Strength Key Areas of Weakness
 • The Brazilian Patent Office’s (INPI’s) 2019 

patent backlog plan “Plano de Combate ao 
Backlog de Patentes” seeks to eliminate 
long-standing registration backlogs

 • Stronger criminal enforcement on 
copyright through “Operation Copyright” 
and “Operation 404 against piracy”

 • INPI in 2021 released a first-ever study 
of IP-intensive industries’ national 
economic impact in Brazil

 • Law 14.195/2021 changed Brazil’s IP Law so 
that the Brazilian National Health Surveillance 
Agency’s (ANVISA’s) prior consent on 
patent applications is no longer required

 • Article 40 invalidation by Supreme Court 
in 2021: without an instrument to replace 
Article 40, the measure weakens Brazil’s 
patenting standards and retroactively 
targets the biopharmaceutical industry

 • Over 10,000 patent applications affected

 • New compulsory licensing amendments 
for health emergency broadens existing 
emergency powers and authority and 
potentially generates legal uncertainty

 • Key life sciences IP rights missing, including 
term restoration and RDP, and, overall, a 
challenging patentability environment

 • Limited participant in international IP 
efforts—only a full contracting party to two 
out of nine treaties included in the Index

http://www.uschamber.com/ipindex
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Indicator Score
Category 1: Patents, Related Rights and Limitations 2.74

1. Patent term of protection 1.00

2. Patentability requirements 0.00

3. Patentability of computer-implemented 
inventions (CIIs) 0.00

4. Plant variety protection, term of protection 0.74

5. Pharmaceutical-related patent enforcement and 
resolution mechanism 0.00

6. Legislative criteria and use of compulsory 
licensing of patented products and technologies 0.00

7. Patent term restoration for pharmaceutical products 0.00

8. Membership of a Patent Prosecution Highway 
(PPH) 0.50

9. Patent opposition 0.50

Category 2: Copyrights, Related Rights,  
and Limitations 1.88

10. Copyright (and related rights) term of protection 0.63

11. Legal measures which provide necessary 
exclusive rights that prevent infringement of 
copyrights and related rights (including Web 
hosting, streaming, and linking)

0.25

12. Expeditious injunctive-style relief and disabling of 
infringing content online 0.00

13. Availability of frameworks that promote 
cooperative action against online piracy 0.00

14. Scope of limitations and exceptions to copyrights 
and related rights 0.50

15. Technological protection measures (TPM) and 
digital rights management (DRM) legislation 0.25

16. Clear implementation of policies and guidelines 
requiring that any proprietary software used on 
government ICT systems should be licensed 
software

0.25

Category 3: Trademarks, Related Rights,  
and Limitations 2.25

17. Trademarks term of protection (renewal periods) 1.00

18. Protection of well-known marks 0.50

19. Legal measures available that provide necessary 
exclusive rights to redress unauthorized uses of 
trademarks

0.50

20. Availability of frameworks that promote action 
against online sale of counterfeit goods 0.25

Category 4: Design Rights, Related Rights,  
and Limitations 1.50

21. Industrial design term of protection 1.00

22. Legal measures available that provide necessary 
exclusive rights to redress unauthorized use of 
industrial design rights

0.50

Category 5: Trade Secrets and the Protection  
of Confidential Information 1.00

23. Protection of trade secrets (civil remedies) 0.50

24. Protection of trade secrets (criminal sanctions) 0.50

25. Regulatory data protection term 0.00

Indicator Score
Category 6: Commercialization of IP Assets and 
Market Access 2.58

26. Barriers to market access 0.75

27. Barriers to technology transfer 0.50

28. Registration and disclosure requirements of 
licensing deals 0.00

29. Direct government intervention in setting 
licensing terms 0.50

30. IP as an economic asset 0.50

31. Tax incenstives for the creation of IP assets 0.33

Category 7: Enforcement 3.31

32. Physical counterfeiting rates 0.53

33. Software piracy rates 0.53

34. Civil and precedural remedies 0.25

35. Pre-established damages and/or mechanisms for 
determining the amount of damages generated 
by infringement

0.25

36. Criminal standards including minimum 
imprisonment and minimum fines 0.50

37. Effective border measures 0.50

38. Transparency and public reporting by customs 
authorities of trade-related IP infringement 0.75

Category 8: Systemic Efficiency 4.25

39. Coordination of IP rights enforcement 0.75

40. Consultation with stakeholders during IP policy 
formation 1.00

41. Educational campaigns and awareness raising 0.75

42. Targeted incentives for the creation and use of IP 
assets for SMEs 1.00

43. IP-intensive industries, national economic impact 
analysis 1.00

Category 9: Membership and Ratification of 
International Treaties 1.25

44. WIPO Internet Treaties 0.00

45. Singapore Treaty on the Law of Trademarks 
and Protocol Relating to the Madrid Agreement 
Concerning the International Registration of Marks

0.50

46. Patent Law Treaty and Patent Cooperation Treaty 0.75

47. Membership of the International Convention for the 
Protection of New Varieties of Plants, Act of 1991 0.00

48. Membership of the Convention on Cybercrime, 
2001 0.00

49. The Hague Agreement Concerning the 
International Registration of Industrial Designs 0.00

50. At least one post-TRIPS FTA with substantive IP 
provisions and chapters in line with international 
best practices

0.00

Total Score:  
21.01
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Spotlight on the National IP Environment

Past Editions versus Current Scores

Brazil’s overall score has decreased from 42.32% 
(21.16 out of 50) in the ninth edition to 42.02% (21.01 
out of 50) in the tenth edition. This was primarily 
driven by a decrease on indicators 2 and 3. 

Patents, Related Rights, and Limitations

2. Patentability requirements and 3. Patentability 
of computer-implemented inventions (CIIs): 
As noted in previous editions of the Index, 
rightsholders face many basic challenges in 
registering and protecting patent-eligible subject 
matter in Brazil. To begin with, patentability 
standards for both biopharmaceutical technologies 
and CIIs are outside international norms. 
While some CIIs have been granted, generally 
speaking, computer-related inventions and 
software are viewed as being non-patentable 
subject matter. A new set of patent guidelines 
published by INPI in 2021 (Diretrizes de Exame 
de Pedidos de Patente Envolvendo Invenções 
Implementadas em Computador) provides some 
helpful clarifications and examples on existing 
patentability standards for CIIs (including the 
fact that CIIs related to AI, machine learning, and 
the Internet of Things may be patentable subject 
matter), but overall, these new guidelines do not 
fundamentally change existing standards.

Furthermore, and as has been detailed in previous 
editions of the Index, up until 2021 Brazil was one 
of the few economies in the world in which drug 
regulatory authorities have a role in evaluating 
patent applications. Article 229-C of the Industrial 
Property Law 9.279 gave ANVISA a right to provide 
prior consent to biopharmaceutical patents that are 
being examined by INPI. Consequently, decisions 
on whether to grant a patent were based on 
examination not solely by patent specialists and 
officials at INPI, but also by ANVISA. This created a 

requirement of dual examination. Despite numerous 
administrative efforts (including a 2017 Interagency 
Ordinance) and numerous court decisions, the 
exact meaning and nature of ANVISA’s right to 
prior consent were never fully defined or curtailed. 
In a positive move, Chapter XIII of Law 14.195 has 
now eliminated this requirement by removing 
article 229-C altogether. At the time of research, 
INPI had released initial guidance indicating that 
all pending applications with ANVISA were to 
be returned to the patent office and subject to 
normal processing. If implemented and resulting 
in the full removal of ANVISA from the patent 
prosecution and examination process, this would 
be a remarkable and positive development in 
Brazil and potentially result in a score increase. 
However, the removal of this dual examination 
requirement is unlikely to have any immediate 
impact on the excessive patent application backlog. 

Across all economic sectors and patent arts, 
INPI has a long-standing backlog of patent 
applications ranging from ten to 13 years 
depending on the field of technology; applications 
in the biopharmaceutical and information and 
communication technologies (ICT) fields are 
traditionally the worst affected. The past few years 
have seen a growing level of commitment and 
effort by INPI to address this backlog. In 2019 a 
new initiative was announced, the Backlog Fight 
Plan (Plano de Combate ao Backlog de Patentes). 
INPI has passed several administrative resolutions 
over the last few years, all aimed at accelerating 
the decision-making and patent prosecution 
process for applications with and without existing 
prior art searches and documentation. To some 
extent these actions have had a positive impact 
and reduced the number of pending applications. 
At the time of research, the estimated backlog 
of just under 150,000 applications identified as 
constituting the backlog in 2019 had been reduced 
by roughly two-thirds, to about 50,000 applications. 

http://www.uschamber.com/ipindex
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While a sizeable reduction, the bottom line is that 
even two years after significant reform efforts, 
about 50,000 applications are still subject to a 
backlog. Of these 50,000, almost 10,000 relate to 
biopharmaceutical technologies subject to review 
by ANVISA. An additional 24,000 are in the fields 
of mechanical and electrical engineering. Given 
that INPI has struggled for decades to effectively 
address the extensive backlog and long delays in 
application processing, the Industrial Property Law 
has provided innovators in Brazil with a guaranteed 
minimum term of exclusivity and protection of 
ten years from grant for standard patents.

Article 40 of the law states that the term of 
protection shall “not be less than 10 (ten) years 
for an invention patent and 7 (seven) years for 
a utility model patent, beginning on the date of 
granting, unless INPI has been prevented from 
examining the merits of the application by a 
proven pending judicial dispute or for reasons of 
force majeure.” For years Article 40 has provided 
rightsholders with a proverbial floor of exclusivity 
and insurance against INPI’s endemic delays. In 
a series of decisions in the spring of 2021, the 
Brazilian Supreme Court has removed this floor. 
Not only did the court declare that Article 40 
was unconstitutional and would no longer be 
available or applicable, but the court also stated 
that the ruling should be retroactively applied but 
only to granted patents in the biopharmaceutical 
and health-related fields. The ruling is a grave 
blow to Brazil’s national IP environment and 
especially to biopharmaceutical rightsholders. 

Local legal estimates suggest that there are 
currently over 10,000 pending patent applications 
with a delay of over ten years, which will, per 
definition, see their period of exclusivity cut 
short. Through this decision and without a new 
instrument to serve as a remedy to the IP protection 
minimum term of exclusivity, the Brazilian Supreme 
Court weakened Brazil’s standards of patent 
protection. Furthermore, the selective retroactive 

application of the ruling to one field of technology 
and innovation is a gross violation of Article 27(1) 
of the TRIPS Treaty and established international 
principles of non-discrimination. At the time of 
research, neither the Brazilian Congress nor the 
federal government had sought to effectively 
remedy this situation. No emergency legislation 
had been passed or proposed. The Index urges the 
Brazilian government and lawmakers to immediately 
address this issue. Large application backlogs and 
unreasonably long application processing times are 
not unique to Brazil or INPI, and there are a variety 
of mechanisms that can resolve those issues. 
Such mechanisms could include, for example, 
the introduction of a new statutory defined 
variable term of adjustment or a patent validation 
mechanism with other major IP offices. As a result 
of the weakening of the patenting environment and 
rightsholders’ inability to continue to secure even 
a ten-year minimum period of patent protection—
let alone anything close to a TRIPS-defined term 
of 20 years—Brazil’s score on indicators 2 and 
3 have been reduced. The Index will continue 
to monitor these developments in 2022.

6. Legislative criteria and use of compulsory 
licensing of patented products and technologies: 
As has been detailed in the Index, Brazilian health 
and pharmaceutical policy has historically had a 
strong focus on localizing industrial production, 
R&D, and cost controls through the overriding of 
IP rights. The relevant sections of the Industrial 
Property Law 9.279 provide a broad basis for 
compulsory licensing beyond the use of this 
mechanism solely for public health emergencies 
that do not involve commercial consideration. 
Moreover, this mechanism also includes a domestic 
manufacturing criterion that can form the basis for 
the issuing of a compulsory license. As noted in 
past editions of the Index, these sections have been 
used in the past during price negotiations with 
foreign biopharmaceutical innovators to reduce 
their prices in light of the threat of approving the 
manufacturing of local generic versions of patented 
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medicines. For example, the 2007 issuing of a 
compulsory license for the production of efavirenz 
by the Lula administration came one day after 
failed price negotiations with the manufacturer. 

But compulsory licensing and the over-riding of 
property rights is not a cost-containment tool; 
cost is not a relevant justification or basis for 
compulsory licensing or equivalent declarations 
under the TRIPS agreement. TRIPS Article 31, 
the amendments introduced in the 2001 Doha 
Ministerial Declaration, and the subsequent 
General Council decision allowing the export of 
medicines produced under a compulsory license 
(outlined in Paragraph 6), form the legal grounds for 
compulsory licensing for medicines. The chairman’s 
statement accompanying the General Council 
decision (concerning Paragraph 6 of the Doha 
Declaration) underscores that these provisions 
are not in any way intended for industrial or 
commercial objectives and, if used, it is expected 
that they would be aimed solely at protecting 
public health. In addition, Article 31 and the Doha 
Declaration suggests that compulsory licensing 
represents a “measure of last resort,” intended 
primarily for public health and humanitarian 
emergencies such as pandemics, and to be 
used only after all other options for negotiating 
pricing and supply have been exhausted. 

The focus on compulsory licensing as a public 
policy tool in Brazil continued in 2021. Several 
amendments to the Industrial Property Law had 
been signed into law in late 2021, with many more 
under discussion. Passed amendments include 
provisions broadening the government’s emergency 
powers and authority to issue compulsory 
licenses, setting the percentage of royalties to 
be paid in licensing fees, and expanding the 
compulsory licensing mechanism to also cover 
patent applications. These provisions and other 
concerning provisions related to technology 
transfer were at the time of research still pending 
the presidential veto’s analysis by the Brazilian 

Congress. The presidential veto removed these 
provisions from the law but the Brazilian Congress 
may overrule the veto. Together with the above 
discussed Supreme Court ruling and the lack 
of action on part of the Brazilian government 
and legislature to effectively address this ruling, 
these actions weaken a challenging environment 
for biopharmaceutical innovators. The Index will 
continue to monitor these developments in 2022. 

Copyrights, Related Rights, and 
Limitations; and Enforcement 

11. Legal measures which provide necessary 
exclusive rights that prevent infringement of 
copyrights and related rights (including Web 
hosting, streaming, and linking); and 36. Criminal 
standards including minimum imprisonment 
and minimum fines: The Brazilian Copyright Act 
provides basic exclusive rights and protection with 
relatively limited provisions in place addressing 
the issue of online infringement. Brazil does not 
have a formalized and comprehensive notice-
and-takedown system in place. Historically, there 
has been some cooperation between ISPs and 
rightsholders, but this is piecemeal, ad hoc, and not 
systematic. Having been debated and discussed for 
several years, the Marco Civil da Internet (Internet 
Bill of Rights, Law No. 12,965) was passed in 2014. 
Although primarily concerned with issues of data 
privacy and network neutrality, this law did contain 
some provisions relating to the protection of 
content and copyright online. Specifically, Section 
3 and Articles 18–20 of the act provide a broad 
safe harbor provision for ISPs relating to third-
party infringement, with ISPs required to act and 
make infringing content unavailable only once 
a court order has been issued unambiguously 
finding that the content is infringing. 

Given that the Brazilian justice system generally 
suffers from long processing times and high costs 
of litigation, the need for a court order stands in 
the way of a practical and workable mechanism 

http://www.uschamber.com/ipindex
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ensuring the expeditious removal of infringing 
content. Similarly, there is no dedicated or defined 
administrative or judicial pathway in place to 
provide injunctive-style relief for copyright holders. 
As a result, and as has been noted over the course 
of the Index, industry data and consumer surveys 
all show that Brazil remains a central piracy hub in 
Latin America, with online infringement growing 
in the last few years as broadband penetration 
and the use of mobile technologies all grow. For 
example, 2019 data from the regional industry 
entertainment association ALIANZA (Contra 
Piratería de Televisión Paga) suggest that Brazil 
remains the largest market for online piracy in Latin 
America, with over 7 billion recorded web visits 
to online sources of piracy alone in the surveyed 
period. This was almost a 20% increase in traffic 
compared to 2017. Overall, Brazil was estimated 
to be the third largest consumer of pirated 
content in the world. This remains the case today. 
A news report published June 2, 2021, by CNN 
Brasil suggests that about one-third of Brazilian 
internet users access infringing content online.17 
Similarly, physical piracy remains a real challenge 
to rightsholders. For example, the video game 
industry has long noted that the trade in pirated 
and modified video games and devices remains 
a key piracy challenge in Brazil. Several markets 
in São Paulo have been included in the USTR’s 
Review of Notorious Markets for Counterfeiting and 
Piracy, including in the latest edition. Unfortunately, 
copyright enforcement and an effective deterrence 
against piracy have historically been lacking. 
As mentioned, there are long backlogs in the 
Brazilian justice system, and the majority of those 
arrested on suspicion of criminal IP infringement 
never face criminal charges or prosecution; 
charges are either dropped or suspended. 

There have been isolated areas of success—for 
example, against physical piracy in São Paulo 
through the “City Free of Piracy Project”—but 
overall, criminal copyright enforcement has 

remained a challenge. As noted in previous editions 
of the Index, this has slowly begun to change with 
the launch of several dedicated special criminal 
enforcement operations against IP-infringing 
websites, vendors, and suspected criminals. For 
example, “Operation Copyright,” a new initiative 
by the Brazilian Federal Police to tackle copyright 
piracy, was launched in 2019. Reports suggest that 
the police took coordinated action in five Brazilian 
states, shutting down torrent sites and seizing 
equipment and suspected goods. In 2020 and 2021, 
“Operation 404 against piracy” (Operação 404 
contra pirataria) was launched. Spearheaded by a 
special police enforcement unit (SEOPI) and the 
Ministry of Justice, with international support from 
the U.S. Embassy and UK law enforcement officials, 
this special enforcement effort has had direct 
and tangible results: hundreds of websites and 
applications offering copyright-infringing content 
have been shut down; over 50 search and seizure 
warrants have been issued and executed across 
12 Brazilian states; and several arrests have been 
made. These are positive developments, and the 
Index will continue to monitor this activity in 2022.

Commercialization of IP Assets 
and Market Access

26. Barriers to market access: As noted over 
the course of the Index, Brazilian industrial 
and economic policy actively limits access to 
its domestic market through various barriers, 
localization requirements, and procurement 
preferences. The divulging and sharing of IP and 
technology are sometimes part of these barriers and 
local preferences. Local content requirements have 
been a central part of Brazilian industrial policy with 
the automobile, oil and gas, telecommunications, 
and ICT industries, all historically subject to varying 
percentages of local production. Although some 
requirements have been reduced, the oil and 
gas sector still faces local content requirements 
for both offshore and onshore exploration and 
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development. Public procurement preferences 
are in place cross-sectorally, with varying rates of 
preferences depending on the industry and type 
of tender. Under the 2010 Law 12.349 (the “Buy 
Brazilian Act”), preferential margins of up to 25% 
were introduced for all public procurement. 

There are additional incentives in place and local 
content requirements for telecommunications and 
the procurement of information technology goods 
and services. The biopharmaceutical sector has also 
been subject to indirect localization requirements 
through the “Partnerships for Productive 
Development” (PDPs). These public-private 
partnerships aim to further biopharmaceutical 
R&D and technology transfer into Brazil by offering 
exclusive market access to the Brazilian public 
health system Sistema Único de Saúde (SUS). 
These PDPs have in the past required private 
entities involved in a PDP to transfer a Drug Master 
File or the master cell bank (for small molecule 
and biological products, respectively). The SUS 
constitutes roughly 50% of purchasing power within 
the Brazilian health care market. Furthermore, 
the Brazilian government has historically, through 
burdensome regulatory and formal requirements, 
actively intervened and set the commercial terms 
of licensing activity and technology transfer within 
and into Brazil. For example, to become effective 
and binding on third parties, licensing agreements 
were required to be published in INPI’s Official 
Gazette. Agreements were also required to be 
approved by INPI, with limitations on royalty fees 
and payments between the contracting parties. 
Exclusive licensing agreements were subject 
to more onerous publication requirements than 
non-exclusive licenses, making this process 
more time-consuming. This changed in 2017 
when INPI announced through Rule 70 that the 
agency would no longer take an active role in 
framing and approving licensing agreements. 
Instead, the new rule suggested that the agency 
would operate as an agency of recording. 

Unfortunately, the rules that accompanied the 
administration of INPI’s new recording process 
remain bureaucratic and burdensome, with the 
government ultimately retaining the right to review 
sensitive aspects of all licensing agreements. 

Regarding barriers to digital trade, 2020-21 
saw the coming into force of the Brazilian Data 
Protection Law (LGPD). As part of the 2021 
implementation of the law, a new administrative 
body—the Data Protection Authority (DPA)—
has been established. Currently, Brazil’s DPA is 
under the presidency body, but after two years 
from its creation, the agency will shift into an 
independent agency. The independency of Brazil’s 
DPA is of great importance. However, uncertainty 
remains over how potential infringements and 
violations of the LGPD will be assessed and how 
the law will be enforced. While there are no direct 
requirements under the law for storing data 
locally, the potential size of the fines and damages 
in the event of a breach or infringement of the 
LGPD may work as a disincentive for entities 
either to process and collect data in Brazil or to 
store and transfer such data outside of Brazil. 

For rightsholders across many different industries 
and sectors, any potential barrier to digital trade 
raises serious questions and concerns. The ICT 
and internet revolutions have fundamentally 
changed how human beings interact socially and 
economically. In virtually all industries, business 
and economic interaction is being shaped by the 
collection of data and digital technologies. These 
technologies are allowing companies across all 
business sectors and public and private research 
organizations to collect and use greater levels of 
data and information than ever before in so-called 
“big data.” Combined with increased computing 
capacity and the application of new technologies 
(such as artificial intelligence and machine learning) 
that allow us to analyze and better understand data 
collected, there is the possibility to make significant 
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discoveries and breakthroughs in virtually any 
area of research and human socio-economic 
activity. Cross-border flows of data are ingrained 
in countless services relied on by consumers, with 
numerous digital, automated, and virtual services 
relying on the seamless movement and storage of 
data in various locations. Public policies relating 
to national data management must recognize this 
reality and be formulated accordingly. The Index will 
continue to monitor these developments in 2022.

Systemic Efficiency

43. IP-intensive industries national economic 
impact analysis: Several departments and agencies 
of the Brazilian government are actively studying 
the impact IP rights have on national economic 
development and output. For several years INPI, 
through INPI Academy (Academia da Propriedade 
Intelectual), has studied and commissioned 
research on the role of IP rights and their socio-
economic impact. Since 2006 this academy 
has sponsored research and offered accredited 
postgraduate courses in various fields of IP rights 
and innovation. Furthermore, the main socio-
economic research arm of the federal government, 
the Institute for Applied Economic Research 
(Instituto de Pesquisa Econômica Aplicada; 
IPEA) has commissioned and conducted several 
studies on the relationship between IP rights 
and economic activity. This includes the 2008 
monograph Incentive Policies for Technological 
Innovation in Brazil (Políticas de Incentivo à 
Inovação Tecnológica no Brasil). Chapter 12 of this 
book was dedicated to the economic impact that 
trademark and patent registration had on firm and 
labor productivity. The study found that although 
more empirical evidence was needed, “there is 
evidence that trademark and patent filing positively 
affects firm productivity, which reinforces the 
need for investments that make the operation of 
the intellectual property system more efficient.” 

IPEA has also commissioned more recent studies, 

including several technical notes (Nota Técnica) 
and sector-specific studies, such as a report 
on the creative economy. For the latter, see for 
example the 2013 Panorama da Economia Criativa 
no Brasil, which estimated that the creative 
economy generated between 1.2% and 2% of 
Brazilian GDP and employed 2% of the labor force. 
In 2021, this work was complemented by a new 
research project dedicated to mapping the national 
economic impact of all IP-intensive industries. 

In May 2021, INPI released a comprehensive 
assessment of the contribution of Brazilian IP-
intensive industries to national GDP, employment, 
and exports, Intensive Sectors in Intellectual 
Property Rights in the Brazilian Economy (Setores 
Intensivos em Direitos de Propriedade Intelectual 
na Economia Brasileira). Based on statistics from 
2008 to 2016, the report finds that IP-intensive 
industries are a major contributor to national 
output, employment, and trade. In the latest three-
year period studied (2014-16), these industries 
were estimated to contribute an average 44.2% of 
total gross value added, and IP-intensive industries 
directly employed over 19 million people on average 
(36% of the workforce). The study was a joint 
effort between INPI and government departments 
and agencies including the Agency for Industrial 
Development, and it is the first of its kind in Brazil. 
This is a positive development, and INPI and its 
partnering agencies should be congratulated for 
putting the resources and time into understanding 
and measuring the positive economic impact IP 
rights have on the Brazilian economy and national 
economic output and employment. It would be 
good to see this exercise carried out at regular 
intervals using the latest available national 
statistics. As a result of this positive development, 
the score on this indicator has increased by 0.25.


