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INTRODUCTION

In the dynamic landscape of biotechnology mergers and acquisitions (M&A), understanding the
patterns and drivers of high-value transactions is essential for investors, corporate development
professionals, and stakeholders seeking to navigate the complexities of value creation in therapeutic
innovation. This report examines M&A activities involving biotechnology companies dedicated to the
discovery, development, and commercialization of therapeutics, focusing on deals announced from
2005 through June 2025. The scope is limited to acquisitions of public and private entities where the
disclosed transaction value, encompassing equity and assumed liabilities, meets or surpasses $1 billion
at the time of signing. This criterion yields a dataset of approximately 160 transactions, spanning a
spectrum from acquisitions of commercial-stage entities to those in early-stage clinical development.

The methodology employed in this analysis draws upon robust data sources to ensure accuracy and
reliability. Key sources include GlobalData, PitchBook, S&P Capital 1Q, regulatory filings with the
Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC), and official company announcements. In instances of
discrepancies among reported values or terms, precedence is given to regulatory documents and
definitive agreements to maintain precision. The timing of deals in relation to key catalysts is
established using publicly available timestamps for events like clinical trial outcomes and regulatory
milestones.

Central to this examination are several key definitions that frame the analysis. Valuation is defined as
the total announced consideration, broken down into upfront payments (comprising cash or stock at
closing) and contingent elements (such as milestones or contingent value rights, CVRs). Clinical stage
is determined by the most advanced asset in the target's pipeline at the announcement date, categorized
as commercial, Phase 3, Phase 2, Phase 1, or preclinical. Therapeutic areas are assigned based on the
primary indication of the lead asset, including areas like oncology, immunology, and central nervous
system (CNS) disorders. Modality classification pertains to the lead asset's technology, such as small
molecules, monoclonal antibodies (mAbs), antibody-drug conjugates (ADCs), RNA therapeutics, gene
therapy, cell therapy, or radiopharmaceuticals. Targets are mechanistically grouped using a proprietary
database of genes, proteins, or pathways, facilitating evaluations of validation status and competitive
density. Finally, the last catalyst prior to announcement refers to the most recent publicly reported event,
such as Phase 2 or 3 topline data, regulatory submissions, acceptances, or approvals.

The analytical framework looks at how valuation factors, development stages, deal types, and triggers
are distributed and connected to understand how buyers assess technical, regulatory, and commercial
risks. Insights from industry examples—such as late-stage, first-in-class deals after proof-of-concept
(PoC) compared to commercial-stage acquisitions with established reimbursement—highlight patterns
in M&A behaviour. This structured method provides practical guidance on the best exit options, the
evidence to build, and how to optimize portfolios for investment and business development teams.
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OVERVIEW

The biotechnology M&A sector has undergone a profound transformation over the past two decades,
evolving from sparse activity to a robust marketplace characterized by strategic precision and
innovation-driven pursuits. In 2005, only a single transaction met the $1 billion threshold, whereas by
2024, the annual volume had escalated to around twenty such deals, marking an approximately
twentyfold increase. This surge is indicative of a fundamental strategic reorientation by major
biopharmaceutical companies, which have increasingly turned to external acquisitions to mitigate the
impacts of impending patent expirations and to fortify their development pipelines. Rather than
emphasizing large-scale consolidations for operational synergies, these organizations have prioritized
targeted, asset-focused deals that integrate de-risked scientific advancements, imminent milestones, or
critical technological platforms into their existing portfolios.
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Figure 1: Biotech M&A Deal Volume 2006 — 1H2025

A defining feature of this period is the prevalence of bolt-on acquisitions, which constitute about 73%
of transactions valued between $1 billion and $5 billion. This concentration highlights a deliberate
preference for selective enhancements to research and development capabilities over transformative
mergers that could strain financial resources. Typically, these bolt-on deals revolve around entities
possessing a primary asset in Phase 2 or subsequent stages, often supported by biomarker-informed
evidence or favourable regulatory trajectories that expedite value realization. From a strategic
standpoint, such acquisitions enable acquirers to modulate risk exposure and streamline integration
efforts while fostering flexibility across therapeutic indications and international markets.

This trend is exemplified by successive waves of innovation in specific modalities, including antibody-
drug conjugates, radiopharmaceuticals, and RNA-based treatments, each generating clusters of
transactions in the $1 billion to $5 billion range as acquirers vied for established footholds backed by
reliable clinical substantiation. Likewise, domains such as oncology have consistently provided fertile
opportunities for bolt-on strategies, owing to streamlined routes to premium pricing and robust
competitive barriers.
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In stark contrast, mega-deals exceeding $30 billion have been infrequent, with merely six occurrences
across the analysed timeframe, underscoring their outlier status. These expansive mergers generally
seek to overhaul portfolio diversity, enhance global commercial infrastructure, or bolster platform
competencies across various therapeutic areas and modalities. However, they entail substantial
challenges, including integration complexities, regulatory antitrust reviews, and extended periods for
value accretion. The infrequency of such transactions reinforces the dominant paradigm: in a
marketplace propelled by scientific progress, rapid technological evolutions, and elevated development
risks, precise acquisitions that yield targeted pipeline contributions or specialized expertise represent a
more consistent mechanism for generating shareholder value.
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Figure 2: Number of Biotech M&A Deals by Deal Size

For investors and biotech companies, these observations advocate for a sustained focus on assets
featuring near-term milestones, substantiated mechanisms, and scalable production capabilities. With
additional patent cliffs approaching, the competitive landscape surrounding programs poised for Phase
2 or 3 advancement is likely to intensify, bolstering transaction volumes in the lower billion-dollar
segment while rendering mega-deals occasional phenomena.
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KEY FINDINGS
CLINICAL STAGE

The focal point of high-value biotechnology acquisitions over the past twenty years has been assets that
exhibit substantial de-risking through human clinical evidence and regulatory clarity. Within the
dataset, 81% of deals pertain to companies with lead assets at Phase 2 or beyond at the time of
announcement. This emphasis arises from a risk-mitigating ethos prevalent among large acquirers, who
favour elevated probabilities of technical and regulatory achievement, accelerated pathways to revenue
generation, and well-defined commercial positioning. Phase 2 stands out as an optimal equilibrium—
offering adequate clinical validation to underpin decision-making, yet generally commanding
valuations below those of Phase 3 or near-approval stages where sellers can demand maximum
premiums. For acquirers, Phase 2 acquisitions afford opportunities to influence pivotal trial designs,
manufacturing scale-up, and market entry preparations, while capitalizing on potential gains from
critical data releases and indication broadenings.
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Figure 3: Number of Biotech M&A Deals by Clinical Development Stage

Acquisitions of early-stage assets, ranging from preclinical to Phase 1 or early Phase 2, constitute a
smaller fraction but have gained strategic prominence. Between 2016 and 2025, the share of such early-
stage deals quadrupled from 6% to 25%, aligning with a transition from earlier emphases on commercial
mergers (prevalent in 2006-2015) to transactions aimed at enhancing research capabilities. Acquirers
mitigate inherent uncertainties through tailored deal structures, such as milestone-laden payments,
acquisition options, and contingent value mechanisms, thereby securing access to rare mechanisms or
platforms capable of spawning multiple therapeutic candidates.
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Figure 4: Comparison of Biotech M&A Deals by Clinical Development Stage in 2006 — 2015 and 2016
-2025

Value inflections are most pronounced between Phase 2 and Phase 3, with median valuations increasing
by 67%. This increment accounts for enhanced success probabilities and shortened timelines to
regulatory and market milestones, as well as the premium associated with the limited availability of
advanced assets in desirable indications, which attracts multiple suitors and boosts upfront allocations.
Notably, the second-largest step-up is a 52% increase in median valuation between Phase 3 and the pre-
registration stage, as programs approach regulatory filing readiness and perceived execution risk
narrows further. Consequently, Phase 3 emerges as a prime exit window for investors aiming to realize
gains prior to the operational risks of pivotal studies, facility inspections, commercialization, and
reimbursement discussions.

The decision points are evident: deferring to Phase 3 may elevate nominal valuations, yet the interim
exposes sponsors to increased funding requirements and pivotal uncertainties, alongside potential
competitive inroads or shifts in treatment paradigms. For numerous drug developers, divesting soon
after compelling Phase 2 results optimizes the interplay of valuation and exposure, particularly in
supportive market environments where acquirers are motivated by adjacent franchise vulnerabilities.
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Figure 5: Clinical-stage Biotech M&A Deal Values by Clinical Development Stage

For entities with marketed products, valuations diverge from straightforward clinical stage-based
models, influenced instead by revenue size and sustainability. Valuations are similar when annual sales
are below approximately $1 billion, with notable uplifts emerging only upon surpassing this threshold
or when the portfolio evidence resilient expansion and protective competitive advantages. Similarly,
companies with one to three approved drugs do not vary significantly in value unless bolstered by strong
pipeline, or indication expansion.
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Figure 6: Marketed Biotech M&A Deal Values by Revenue Size



Insights on M&A Success Factors for the Biotechnology Investment Community

70,000

60,000

50,000

40,000

30,000 —]

Total Deal Size ($M)

20,000

10,000

-
0 === ‘:,
0 (n=92) 1 (n=25) 2 (n=5) 3 (n=3) 4+ (n=12)

Number of Approved Drugs

Figure 7: Biotech M&A Deal Values by Number of Approved Drugs

These stabilization patterns matter strategically. The market factors in uncertainties in pricing, market
access, manufacturing, and adoption; without clear scale and staying power, longer commercialization
timelines may not increase company value in proportion. Also, the opportunity costs of handling
commercial risks can be high for private investors, who might instead put capital into earlier-stage
opportunities with better return profiles. So, for many companies, earlier exits—around Phase 2 or
before Phase 3—come before risk-adjusted returns are diluted by extended time in the market.

Strategically, buyers gain from a two-track approach: focus on Phase 2 and 3 assets to cover near- to
mid-term revenue gaps where confidence is highest, while also making selective bets on early platforms
that can build large, modality-aligned pipelines. For sellers and investors, timing is key; Phase 2 and
early Phase 3 are the most competitive, and aligning sale efforts with fresh, strong data can speed
closings and increase upfront payments. For smaller commercial players, a hard look at expansion
prospects and reimbursement conditions is essential; without a credible path to $1 billion-plus in
revenue or a distinct strategic edge, staying independent longer may not deliver the best results.

The increasing proportion of early-stage transactions in recent years highlights that strategic relevance
transcends developmental maturity. When mechanisms have been biologically de-risked, modalities
show they can be manufactured, and regulators define approval pathways, buyers are willing to take
earlier risks.
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INDICATION

Oncology maintains a commanding position in the realm of billion-dollar biotechnology acquisitions,
comprising roughly 34% of the transactions in the analysed cohort. This dominance stems from a
synergy of elements that heighten acquirer interest: expansive and enduring market opportunities across
diverse cancer subtypes and treatment lines; significant unmet needs where modest improvements in
effectiveness, persistence, or side-effect profiles can yield substantial clinical and financial benefits;
and a relentless pace of innovation that perpetually renews prospects via biomarkers, diagnostic tools,
and emerging technologies. Oncology distinctively accommodates both pioneering first-in-class
innovations and refined best-in-class iterations within established pathways, affording acquirers varied
rationales for premium valuations and strategic alignment.

For acquirers, oncology presents a framework of extensible lifecycle prospects—through label
extensions, combinatorial regimens, and pan-tumour applications—that can amplify asset utility
beyond initial scopes. This adaptability is particularly valuable amid patent expirations, enabling
acquirers to commit to immediate milestones while retaining extended potential through sequenced
indications and evidence-based combinations.
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Figure 8: Number of Biotech M&A Deals by Therapeutic Areas

The leading therapeutic areas exhibit remarkable consistency across eras. From 2006 to 2015 and
extending into 20162025, oncology, immunology, and CNS disorders retain their top three status by
transaction volume. These fields share attributes of considerable disease prevalence, patient
heterogeneity amenable to tailored interventions, and evolving regulatory frameworks. Below this
enduring hierarchy, however, shifts are apparent. Infectious diseases, more salient in the earlier decade,
receded from the top four in the latter period, supplanted by niche domains like nephrology and
ophthalmology.

This evolution is attributable to multiple influences. In infectious diseases, pricing constraints and
stewardship considerations have undermined investment returns despite societal importance, curtailing
large M&A enthusiasm. Conversely, nephrology and ophthalmology have advanced through refined
regulatory guidelines, biomarker-delineated cohorts, and modalities delivering transformative
outcomes, such as complement modulators or genetic and RNA therapies in eye disorders. These traits

10
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enable premium pricing and durable market positions, drawing buyers seeking innovative credibility
and steady revenue.
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Figure 9: Comparison of Biotech M&A Deals by Therapeutic Area in 2006 — 2015 and 2016 - 2025

An analysis of clinical-stage oncology deals reveals that indication prevalence does not dictate
valuation. Acquirers routinely offer premiums for assets exhibiting strong differentiation—whether
through novel mechanisms with solid biological foundations and feasible regulatory trajectories, or
superior profiles in efficacy, safety, resistance management, administration ease, or compatibility—
even in relatively limited patient populations.
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Figure 10: Oncology M&A Deal Size Against Indication Incidence
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lustrative cases from recent deals underscore this dynamic:

L.

Date of Target Deal
e s Acquirer| Value Name of Asset [Target| Indication
Acquisition Company $M

12/26/2023 RayzeBio BMS 4,100

The acquisition of RayzeBio by Bristol Myers Squibb (BMS) was predicated on confidence in
radioligand therapeutics and the competitive edge in actinium payload development,
production, and logistics. This transaction illustrates how technology-driven barriers can
supersede demographic constraints in valuation assessments.

BMS's acquisition of Turning Point Therapeutics centred on an exemplary ROS1 inhibitor,
despite the narrow scope of ROS1-positive non-small cell lung cancer. The asset's advantages
in addressing resistance and penetrating the CNS paved the way for market penetration and
ongoing value.

Deals involving Forty Seven and Stemcentrx were motivated by innovative target strategies—
CDA47 signalling inhibition and DLL3 targeting in small-cell lung cancer—where value was
derived from groundbreaking biology and focused populations with acute needs.

Gilead's purchase of Kite Pharma emphasized the then-novel CAR-T platform, with emphasis
on curative prospects in blood cancers and manufacturing advantages extensible to broader

applications.
Stage of
Asset

Radioligand | Phase III

US
Incidence

Maodality

RYZ101 (225Ac-

DOTATATE) SSTR2 GEP-NETs 18,000

Turning Point s ROS1-positive Small
6/3/2022 . BMS 4,100 Repotrectinib ROS1 NSCLC 2,822 molecules Phase II
3/2/2020 Forty Seven Gilead 4,900 magrolimab CD47 MDS 16,660  Antibodies Phase I
8282017  KitePharma  Gilead 11900 ~ AXicabagene opyg gy 80,350 | CAR-T FPre-
ciloleucel registration
. rovalpituzumab- Small Cell o
4/28/2016 Stemcentrx AbbVie 5,800 . DLL3 21,000 Antibodies  Phase III
tesirine Lung Cancer

M&A Rationale: Best-in-class (BIC) Differentiated Platform

Figure 11: Selected High-value Deals in Niche Indications

In these instances, patient incidence provides a backdrop rather than a foundation for pricing. Paramount
are differentiating elements: mechanistic innovation or excellence corroborated by superior clinical
data; manufacturing and supply superiorities (evident in cell therapies, radiopharmaceuticals, and
intricate biologics); comprehensive intellectual property; and viable paths to multi-indication growth or

12
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integrations. When these converge, oncology assets in smaller cohorts can achieve disproportionate
valuations relative to their epidemiological footprint.

For acquirers, indication prioritization should emphasize the confluence of uniqueness and
expandability over sheer scale. In oncology, this entails supporting assets with: evident clinical
superiorities resonant with clinicians and payers; modality-specific impediments to imitation; and
strategies for growth via biomarkers. In immunology and CNS, analogous criteria hold, though with
heightened scrutiny on durability and tolerability due to chronic use and reimbursement pressures. In
specialties like nephrology and ophthalmology, emphasis lies on validating modality benefits in practice
and ensuring operational readiness.

13
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MODALITY

Across the full set of transactions, mature modalities dominate deal flow, with small molecules
accounting for 72 deals and antibodies for 42 deals, reflecting acquirers’ preference for lower
commercial risk in manufacturing and logistics relative to emerging modalities. The composition of
modalities in billion-dollar biotechnology M&A has transitioned from a heavy reliance on traditional
approaches to a more varied incorporation of advanced technologies as clinical and production
uncertainties diminished. From 2006 to 2015, small molecules dominated with 73% of transactions,
complemented by antibodies at 18%, benefiting from well-established development, manufacturing,
and marketing paradigms. In the subsequent decade through 2025, small molecules declined to 41%,
while antibodies increased to 30%, propelled by innovations in multi-specific designs, Fc modifications,
and conjugate formats like ADCs. Vaccines, meanwhile, decreased from 3% to 1%, attributable to
oligopolistic market structures, purchasing models, and scarcity of standalone vaccine entities at this
scale.

The reduction in small molecule prominence has been offset by the ascent of cutting-edge modalities—
cell and gene therapies—which advanced from minimal representation pre-2016 to 14% thereafter. This
progression mirrors clinical validations, refined regulatory standards for genetic interventions,
enhanced delivery systems (e.g., lipid nanoparticles for RNA), and evolving manufacturing for cell-
based treatments, including allogeneic variants. Acquirers adapt structures to these risks, employing
more milestones, phased options, and CVRs, yet offer premiums for scalable platforms with entry
barriers like vector optimization, supply networks, and patent portfolios.

Strategically, acquirers confronting patent losses and diversification needs should adopt a balanced
portfolio: sustaining investments in proven small molecules and antibodies for prompt revenue, while
selectively pursuing genetic and cellular technologies with franchise potential. The growth in cell and
gene therapy deals suggests comfort with differentiated delivery, production advantages, and de-risking
biomarkers. Investors must link modality choices to validation milestones: next-generation initiatives
surpassing early efficacy and manufacturing thresholds can ignite competitive bidding, whereas small
molecules encounter pricing pressures absent exceptional profiles or advantages in sizable markets.
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Figure 12: Number of Biotech M&A Deals by Modality
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Figure 13: Comparison of Biotech M&A Deals by Modality in 2006 — 2015 and 2016 - 2025
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TARGET

Acquirer preferences in billion-dollar biotechnology M&A consistently lean toward biologically
substantiated and clinically advanced targets. Approximately three-quarters of deals involve
commercial-stage targets with at least one approved and marketed therapy, and an additional 9% centre
on late-clinical targets in Phase 3 without approvals. This bias underscores priorities for high success
likelihoods, clear adoption and payment pathways, and mitigated uncertainties. When embracing first-
in-class risks, acquirers favour advanced stages with solid human evidence, biomarker strategies, and
adaptable regulatory models over exploratory phases.

Conversely, targets with ambiguous early data or high historical failure rates are underrepresented. Even
for appealing platforms, structures like options and contingents limit exposure. Targets with
demonstrated benefits and reimbursement precedents enable straightforward, upfront-heavy deals
aligned with revenue and return objectives.

Appetite bifurcates between best-in-class enhancements in proven targets, requiring tangible
superiorities like subgroup efficacy or safety, and late first-in-class with validated biology, consistent
signals, and accelerated pathways. In both, data rigor is key, enabling the valuation of expansions and
platform applications.
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Figure 14: Biotech M&A Deal Size by Maturity of Target

Target density mapping reveals a bell curve: understudied targets bear biological and regulatory risks,
yielding contingent deals; overcrowded ones face commercial erosion. An intermediate zone—
validated but unsaturated—offers differentiation space.

Key strategies include prioritizing validated targets with regulatory clarity; monitoring crowding for
pricing signals; and timing exits at de-risking points to maximize competition and minimize drags from
saturation.
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Figure 15: Biotech M&A Deal Count by Total Number of Clinical Trials of Target
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CATALYST

High-value biotechnology acquisitions are markedly synchronized with significant scientific or
regulatory milestones. Transactions predominantly occur within six months of key events like Phase 2
proof-of-concept data readout, Phase 3 results, priority reviews, or approvals. Such proximate deals are
about twice as common and command roughly 1.7 times the value of others. Recency is prized;
distancing from catalysts allows uncertainties to mount, diminishing leverage.
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Figure 16: Biotech M&A Deal Size by Time Interval Between Acquisition Announcement and Prior
Catalyst
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CONCLUSION

Biotech M&A has matured into a disciplined, innovation-centric marketplace where precision
outweighs scale. The centre of gravity sits with bolt-on, asset-led transactions—typically around Phase
2 to early Phase 3—reflecting buyers’ preference for de-risked science, clear regulatory paths, and near-
term milestones. Oncology continues to anchor activity, but immunology, CNS, and select specialties
such as nephrology and ophthalmology underscore how differentiated mechanisms, manufacturability,
and reimbursement durability now drive premium outcomes more than raw market size. Modality mix
is broader and more confident: antibodies and small molecules remain foundational while cell, gene,
and RNA-based approaches attract increasing commitments as technical and regulatory frameworks
mature.

Mega-deals remain episodic, reserved for portfolio resets and platform breadth, and tempered by
integration complexity and antitrust scrutiny. Looking ahead, looming patent cliffs, intense competition
for Phase 2/3-ready programs, and maturing novel modalities suggest sustained velocity in the $1-5
billion range. Timing around catalysts will continue to shape both pricing and process. In this
environment, acquirers that balance near-term revenue coverage with selective bets on scalable
platforms, and sellers that align processes to credible de-risking events, are best positioned. The
defining theme is targeted ambition: focused acquisitions translating validated science into durable,
defensible growth.
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