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g disease, musc sensory, i and oncology are all areas that have

h in the number of products between 2020-2022 ranging from 2% annual growth for
‘oncology W\27% znnual increases for infectious disease, likely driven by the COVID-19 pandemic.
However, during 2010-2019, cardiovascular and neurological therapeutic areas grew the most (8%
and 9%, respectively) aside from miscellaneous products, but have been in decline across 2020-2022
(-11% and -5%, respectively}

Most preducts are centered areund stem cell or tcell technology, while some more niche cells such
‘a5 connective ti: |ls are also within the i i ic area.
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Benchmarking best practice

Benchmark detailed deal terms for asset(s) of interest against appropriate comparators to support future negotiations

Long-List Generation Benchmarking tool

[

I Consolidated . . Deals for Recommended I Dees s "’:E':::’;‘::: ‘;':2’:'""‘“ bSOl Average total, upfront and equity deal values ($m) 'I
Data Pull Filtering . 2
I deals benchmarking benchmark | T = [
| Proprietary Removed * Must have * Filtered by * Further | . o = |
| sources duplicates royalty products filtered by | E wess I
e St i m at e S . Average minimum estimate of royalty fees
I Evaluate Align deals . which phasg deals | |
@5 ¢ Max/min launched/exp * Deal list I -
! BioSciDB f § |
rom separate |
Bi dtrack royalty ected to forms the I
| iomedtracker sources to . . . I
I consistent estimates launch first basis of I I
i e

Secondary ; ; must not indication in Evaluate’s I I
I research orma exceed 10% oncology analogue | ,
I Calculate royalty [ERERCR have * Deal list forms basket which il :
| Pressreleases I & : : : I I

i . icensee the basis of informs final

SEC fl|lngS See next Sllde . . I Difference from average ‘midpoint’ royalty rate I

| f product the deals findings e
or . f t . I (benchmark = xxx2%6)
. calculations iformation benchmarking Breaithrough therapy S I
I tool | |
Filed I 7%
I : Licensee large market cap I - - I
I I Orphan drug Il o.7% I
I I Licensee medium market cap -2.52% NG :
: I I First-in-class E-N-T73 === |IBVECS) I
| Licensee small market cap _2.6% I N-14

I Deals which form the benchmarking I o | — N3 I
I ana’ySis I -8.0% -6.0% -4.0% -2.0% 0.0% 2.0% 4.0% 6.0% 8.0% I
1 1 m A from benchmarked royalty rate b

Evaluate_’




Buy side perspectives on deal structures

Case Study: Benchmarking analysis, dynamic
dashboard and deal case study profiling for an
oncology focused biopharma company

Context

The oncology focused biopharma were looking to prepare for future licensing deals involving
their assets. They wanted to understand what typical royalty rates, and other deal dynamics
were, in comparable oncology product deals — with a focus on solid cancers and ovarian
cancer

Approach

Deal data from Evaluate, Biomedtracker and BioSciDB sources were filtered on deal type,
inclusion of royalty rates and phase (PIl or later) and were consolidated in a consistent format

Filtered deals were matched against Evaluate product and company fields (i.e. market cap,
OD status, modality, region etc) to form the benchmarking attributes

The data was used to form a dynamic deals benchmarking excel dashboard, allowing the user
to specific a set of deal attributes to see the effect on deal size and royalty rate — alongside
deal counts and standard deviations

The data — and insights — were also presented in a PowerPoint slide deck, alongside select
case study deals, which were chosen based on their relevance to the client’s own asset

Impact

The client received a PowerPoint deck outlining the methodology steps, the key insights from
key deal set, and case study profiles on the strongest analogous deals. The client also
received a supporting excel file with the raw deal data and a dynamic dashboard allowing
them to review deal dynamics based on a comprehensive set of attributes

Example Deliverables:

Evaluate combined three proprietary deal databases to select deals against
increasingly stringent criteria
Long-List Generation Short-List Generation
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’ For questions,
please contact:

Ben Folwell PhD
Principal, BD&L Practice Lead

Citeline | Evaluate Consulting & Analytics
+44 (0)7717 715677



mailto:Benjamin.Folwell@citeline.com

	Slide Number 1
	Discovering hidden gems 
	Benchmarking best practice
	Buy side perspectives on deal structures
	For questions,�please contact:

