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Partnering came into use twenty-odd years ago 
when pharmaceutical companies began working 
with biotech and increasingly sought external 
discovery and development opportunities. This 
trend, looking outward instead of inward for 
innovative new assets, would come to drive pharma 
pipelines and fuel the growing global market for 
therapies and cures. Partnering is now a mainstay 
in drug development, referring to the sometimes 
decade-long collaborations between pharma 
dealmakers, investors and innovators from biotech 
and academia to advance medicines and thus the 
lives of patients. 

“Invented here” is a concept of the past, and 
collaboration is the new norm. Success relies on a 
long list of strategic partners, public and private, 
coming together – at times against all odds – to 
create something truly innovative. Periodically is it 
important to benchmark this process and ask real 

questions about pipelines, unpartnered products, 
and what it means for the industry as a whole. This 
report is intended to do just that, and to provide a 
context for your future dealmaking strategies.

Now in its twenty-second year, BIO-Europe® remains 
the definitive industry partnering event, bringing 
global dealmakers to Europe every year to broker the 
deals that fuel drug development. We are experts 
at bringing people together, and remain dedicated 
to providing high-caliber partnering opportunities 
to the international biopharma community through 
our events, through our online partnering platform, 
partneringONE®, and through our news and 
information portal, Insight.

Anna Chrisman
Group Managing Director
EBD Group

Pharmaceutical R&D is a costly endeavor associated 
with high risks as well as immense potential gains.  
Collaboration within the industry is an often-
employed strategy to tackle the major challenges 
that pharma and biotech companies face, but have 
there been any shifts within the partnering world, or 
has it been business as usual? This report combines 
data from Medtrack with anonymized data from 

BIO-Europe to identify key trends related to 
partnering to help you better understand the state, 
and the power, of collaboration.
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The current state of drug development continues 
to be a highly collaborative business for both 
publicly-traded and private companies alike, with 
the majority forming strategic partnerships to 

advance their drug portfolios from discovery through 
commercialization. In fact, 85% of public companies 
and 70% of private companies have partnered drugs 
in their drug pipelines. [Figure 1]

Figure 1. Companies with Drugs in Development, Overall and Partnered

Source: Medtrack 2016

Profile of an Opportunity: A Company Perspective 

Larger pharma and biotechs often form alliances 
with smaller research-driven companies to 
accelerate their pipelines and expand into new 
markets while scaling back internal discovery 
and development costs.  In return, the smaller 
companies are provided with funding and the 
expertise necessary to propel their programs 
forward. The model also works well for smaller 
cash-rich pharma seeking to establish themselves 

in the industry by investing in niche markets or 
areas of unmet need. But while this paradigm is 
well established, the approach to navigating the 
partnering environment varies significantly between 
public and private companies. We analyzed the 
current unpartnered pipelines of both sectors across 
the globe to seek out hidden opportunities and new 
patterns that may be emerging. 
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Figure 2. Opportunity Distribution by Phase

Identifying attractive partnering opportunities 
requires a two-dimensional approach, taking 
into account both the drug candidate as well as 
the company developing it. Overall, we found 
the distribution of unpartnered assets of both 
company types is somewhat similar. As expected, 
partnering opportunities are most abundant at 
very early stages of development, and begin to 
drastically diminish once drugs enter the clinic. This 
trend reflects the licensing successes in preclinical 
when compounds are available at a relatively 
low cost prior to the costly investment of clinical 
development. This is most evident with private 

companies as they experience a disproportionate 
decline between preclinical and Phase I. At that 
point, public companies present more partnering 
opportunities than their counterparts. By Phase 
II, opportunities begin to slowly emerge with 
private companies, until Phase III when the fewest 
unpartnered assets remain. The later stage assets 
are valued at a premium to compensate for the high 
cost of development and reduced risk of advancing 
to the market. At this point, unpartnered assets can 
garner the highest royalty rates, or companies may 
choose to “go it alone” without having to share in 
profits once the drug is approved. [Figure 2]

But while the partnering opportunities are similarly 
distributed for both private and public companies, 
identifying a suitable partner from the two groups 
requires different strategies. We analyzed global 
private and publicly traded companies with 
unpartnered drugs in phases Research through 
Phase III to identify some attractive opportunities 
based on the companies developing the assets. For 
the purpose of this analysis all products (branded, 
biologics and investigational) were included even if 

the companies were no longer actively developing 
the products (active development is defined as 
any reported product development within the 
past two years). After two years the candidates 
are considered “no development reported” or 
NDR. These NDR candidates were included since 
they could be of considerable value to a new 
partner/acquirer. Any acquired companies that are 
subsidiaries of larger companies were excluded for 
purposes of this analysis. 

Unpartnered pipelines

Source: Medtrack 2016
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Opportunities among private companies across all therapy areas
The top 25 global private companies with the 
greatest total number of unpartnered products 
based on the criteria described above are shown in 
Table 1. The group includes a mix of companies from 
around the world, with most having very early stage 
unpartnered pipelines. Pharma giants Boehringer 
Ingelheim and Pierre Fabre rank very high on the 
list but their unpartnered products are more evenly 
distributed than the others. 

Only a few on the list received any financings in the 

past year, which could make partnering an attractive 
option for most companies in this group.  Deciphera 
Pharmaceuticals was one of the few to receive any 
recent financings. Last year, the company raised 
USD 75 million and an additional USD 69 million 
in an equity offering this past summer. Deciphera 
hopes that the new funding will allow it to continue 
to operate until a potential 2017 IPO, however an 
opportunity may exist for a larger pharma to partner 
with the company prior to this. 

*By highest phase of development; total product count includes those products in active development and those with no development reported in the 
past two years

Table 1. Top 25 Private Companies by Number of Unpartnered Products*

Source: Medtrack 2016

Company Name Country Research Preclinical Phase I Phase II Phase III
Total 

Unpartnered 
Products

Vichem Chemie Research Ltd Hungary -- 55 -- -- -- 55
Boehringer Ingelheim GmbH Germany 2 5 16 14 2 39
Lipicard Technologies Ltd India 2 34 -- -- -- 36
Aphios Corporation United States 3 26 -- 1 1 31
BL&H Co Ltd Republic of Korea 31 -- -- -- -- 31
Humabs BioMed SA Switzerland -- 29 1 1 -- 31
Pierre Fabre SA France 2 12 5 8 3 30
NAL Pharma China 28 -- -- 1 -- 29
Biomay AG Austria 12 12 2 1 -- 27
Deciphera Pharmaceuticals LLC United States 7 17 2 -- -- 26
Microbiotix Inc United States 2 23 1 -- -- 26
Cancer Research Technology United Kingdom 6 15 2 1 -- 24
Celprogen Inc United States -- 24 -- -- -- 24
Chronos Therapeutics United Kingdom -- 23 1 -- -- 24
Nerviano Medical Sciences Italy -- 17 3 3 -- 23
NovaLead Pharma Pvt Ltd India -- 21 -- 1 -- 22
Avanti Therapeutics United States 6 15 -- -- -- 21
Chikujee Therapeutics United States 16 5 -- -- -- 21
InVasc Therapeutics Inc United States 8 9 -- 3 -- 20
Biocidium Biopharmaceuticals Canada -- 17 2 -- -- 19
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Private company options within oncology
With oncology the most sought after indication 
in development, we also ranked the top 25 global 
private companies by number of unpartnered cancer 
drugs to uncover any opportunities unique to this 
specific space. As expected, there is some overlap 
with the other top ranking companies (in bold 
in Table 2), but other companies with innovative 
oncology candidates emerge as viable partnering 
prospects.

In particular, Canadian company Zymeworks’ bi-
specific antibodies and antibody drug conjugates 
have the potential for great success as they enter 
the clinic and ultimately in the market. The company 
closed a USD 61.5 million Series A financing early in 
the year. China’s CARsgen received a USD 30 million 
financing to advance their gene therapy programs, 
and are expected to file an IND for their anti-EGFR 
program and anti-GPC3 program by the 2nd quarter 
of 2017. 

Table 2. Top 25 Private Companies by Number of Unpartnered Oncology Products*

*By highest phase of development; total product count includes those products in active development and those with no development reported in the 
past two years

Source: Medtrack 2016

Company Name Country Research Preclinical Phase I Phase II Phase III
Total 

Unpartnered 
Products

Vichem Chemie Research Ltd Hungary -- 35 -- -- -- 35
Cancer Research Technology United Kingdom 6 15 2 1 -- 24
Celprogen Inc United States -- 23 -- -- -- 23
Nerviano Medical Sciences Italy -- 17 3 3 -- 23
Deciphera Pharmaceuticals LLC United States 4 16 2 -- -- 22
Chikujee Therapeutics United States 15 2 -- -- -- 17
Syntab Therapeutics Germany -- 16 -- -- -- 16
BL&H Co Ltd Republic of Korea 15 -- -- -- -- 15
Supratek Pharma Inc Canada 2 12 -- 1 -- 15
L.E.A.F. Pharmaceuticals United States -- 14 -- -- -- 14
NuCana BioMed Limited Scotland -- 14 -- -- -- 14
Aphios Corporation United States -- 12 -- -- 1 13
Quimatryx Spain 2 10 -- -- -- 12
AbGenomics International Inc United States -- 10 1 -- -- 11
Boehringer Ingelheim GmbH Germany 1 2 4 4 -- 11
CARsgen Therapeutics China -- 9 2 -- -- 11
Icell Kealex Therapeutics United States -- 11 -- -- -- 11
Pierre Fabre SA France 2 4 3 1 1 11
GANYMED Pharmaceuticals AG Germany 4 4 -- 2 -- 10
ZymeWorks Inc Canada -- 10 -- -- -- 10
Affitech A/S Denmark 4 4 -- 1 -- 9
Elara Pharmaceuticals GmbH Germany 2 7 -- -- -- 9
Eutilex Republic of Korea -- 6 3 -- -- 9
Impact Therapeutics Inc China -- 9 -- -- -- 9
MEABCO A/S Denmark 7 1 -- 1 -- 9
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Company Name Country Years  
in Cash Research Preclinical Phase I Phase II Phase III

Total 
Unpartnered 

Products
Omeros Corporation United States 0.17 -- 36 -- 2 -- 38
Sarepta Therapeutics United States 0.54 1 17 3 2 1 24
Zosano Pharma United States 0.89 -- 18 5 -- 1 24
Addex Therapeutics Switzerland 0.63 -- 17 -- 1 -- 18
ProMetic Life Sciences Inc Canada 0.72 1 13 -- 3 -- 17
Anavex Life Sciences Corp United States 0.77 -- 15 -- 1 -- 16
Helix BioMedix Inc United States 0.08 2 12 -- -- -- 14
MabVax Therapeutics Holdings Inc United States 0.28 -- 13 -- 1 -- 14
Immuron Ltd Australia 0.25 3 4 1 4 1 13
Apricus Biosciences Inc United States 0.21 2 9 -- 1 -- 12
Merrimack Pharmaceuticals Inc United States 0.46 1 6 3 1 1 12
Oncobiologics Inc United States 0.05 1 11 -- -- -- 12
Harbor Therapeutics Inc United States 0.39 1 6 1 3 -- 11
Oxford BioMedica plc United Kingdom 0.72 2 5 1 3 -- 11
Phosphagenics Limited Australia 0.62 -- 8 1 1 1 11
VBI Vaccines Inc United States 0.52 3 8 -- -- -- 11
Critical Outcome Technologies Inc Canada 0.96 -- 10 -- -- -- 10
Nymox Pharmaceutical 
Corporation

Canada 0.04 -- 10 -- -- -- 10

Patrys Limited Australia 0.63 -- 9 -- 1 -- 10
Respiratorius AB Sweden 0.91 -- 9 -- 1 -- 10
Sun Pharma Advanced Research 
Company Ltd

India 0.12 -- 4 3 3 -- 10

Therametrics Switzerland 0.07 1 8 1 -- -- 10
D-Pharm Ltd Israel 0.39 -- 9 -- -- -- 9
Palatin Technologies Inc United States 0.46 -- 8 -- 1 -- 9
BioCryst Pharmaceuticals Inc United States 0.5 -- 6 1 1 -- 8

Public company analysis – all therapy areas
As mentioned previously, different strategic 
approaches are necessary when identifying 
attractive partnership opportunities based on 
company type. Because publicly traded companies 
are required to disclose financial statements, burn 
rates can be leveraged as an indicator of companies 
that are in need of raising capital. Companies with 
innovative pipelines but less than one year in cash 
remaining may consider partnering as an alternative 
to a pure financing, thus enabling them to pursue 
development while sharing the overall cost.

Table 3 represents the top 25 global public 
companies with less than one year of cash left 
(as defined by cash on the latest balance sheet/
annual cash burn rate), ranked by total number of 

unpartnered products.

Just as we observed with the private company 
analysis, this group includes companies from around 
the world, with the majority of the unpartnered 
products in very early development offering a 
wealth of partnering opportunities. Omeros tops the 
list at 38, while Sarepta and Zosano vie for second 
place with each having a candidate in Phase III. 
Sarepta, however, recently raised USD 300m in a 
secondary offering which may impact its desire to 
pursue a development partner at this time. Others 
with more advanced pipelines may be seeking 
partners to offset development costs for their earlier 
stage products.

*By highest phase of development; total product count includes those products in active development and those with no development reported in the 
past two years

Table 3. Top 25 Public Companies with < One Year in Cash by Number of Unpartnered Products*

Source: Medtrack 2016
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Oncology prospects among public companies
We also ranked the top 25 global publicly 
traded companies by number of unpartnered 
oncology products as we did with the private 
companies. Excluding the overlap from the list 
of companies with pipelines from all therapy 
areas (in bold), additional attractive partnering 
opportunities emerge in the oncology space, 
including with companies developing cutting-edge 
immunotherapies. For example, Cellular Biomedicine 

Group has four CAR T-Cell Phase II drugs they are 
developing on their own but have less than one year 
of cash remaining in their coffers. Others include 
Northwest Biotherapeutics, Heat Biologics, Kadmon, 
Scancell and Mologen – each has promising 
immuno-oncology programs but limited funding to 
advance their development. A partnership with any 
of these companies could prove to be a worthwhile 
collaboration for all parties.

Table 4. Top 25 Public Companies With < One Year in Cash by Number of Unpartnered Oncology Products*

*By highest phase of development; total product count includes those products in active development and those with no development reported in the 
past two years

Source: Medtrack 2016

Company Name Country Years in 
Cash Research Preclinical Phase I Phase II Phase III

Total 
Unpartnered 

Products
Anavex Life Sciences Corp United States 0.77 -- 12 -- -- -- 12
MabVax Therapeutics Holdings Inc United States 0.28 -- 11 -- 1 -- 12
Omeros Corporation United States 0.17 -- 12 -- -- -- 12
Merrimack Pharmaceuticals Inc United States 0.46 -- 6 3 1 1 11
Patrys Limited Australia 0.63 -- 9 -- 1 -- 10
Oncobiologics Inc United States 0.05 1 8 -- -- -- 9
Cellectar Biosciences United States 0.81 -- 6 2 -- -- 8
CTI BioPharma Corp United States 0.99 -- 8 -- -- -- 8
Onconova Therapeutics Inc United States 0.89 -- 8 -- -- -- 8
Lixte Biotechnology Holdings Inc United States 0.42 -- 6 1 -- -- 7
Northwest Biotherapeutics United States 0.16 -- 3 1 3 -- 7
ProNAi Therapeutics Canada 0.32 -- 6 -- 1 -- 7
Critical Outcome Technologies Inc Canada 0.96 -- 6 -- -- -- 6
ProMetic Life Sciences In Canada 0.72 -- 4 -- 2 -- 6
Epistem Holdings Plc United Kingdom 0.51 -- 5 -- -- -- 5
Heat Biologics Inc United States 0.57 -- 3 -- 2 -- 5
Kadmon Corporation LLC United States 0.06 -- 5 -- -- -- 5
MOLOGEN AG Germany 0.92 -- 1 3 1 -- 5
AB Science France 0.81 -- 4 -- -- -- 4
Cellular Biomedicine Group Inc United States 0.81 -- -- -- 4 -- 4
CytRx Corporation United States 0.93 -- 2 -- 1 1 4
D-Pharm Ltd Israel 0.39 -- 4 -- -- -- 4
Fennec Pharma United States 0.43 -- 4 -- -- -- 4
Harbor Therapeutics Inc United States 0.39 -- 3 -- 1 -- 4
Inspyr Therapeutics Inc United States 0.34 -- 3 -- 1 -- 4
Scancell Limited United Kingdom 0.81 -- 4 -- -- -- 4
Vaxil Bio Therapeutics Ltd Israel 0.47 -- 3 -- 1 -- 4
WILEX AG Germany 0.73 1 2 -- 1 -- 4
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Partnering at BIO-Europe between 2012 and 2015

The progression of BIO-Europe meeting activity 

We then reviewed anonymized company and 
meeting data from the partneringONE® database 
to identify high-level trends of partnering activity 
during BIO-Europe between 2012 and 2015. Data 
from partneringONE® was provided by EBD Group, 
which was exported in July 2016. The dataset was 
limited to companies attending the fall BIO-Europe 
event between 2012 and 2015 who were designated 
as Pharma and Biotechnology – Therapeutics 
and Diagnostics (Biotech), and included company 
metrics of employee number, country, therapeutic 
area, products (phase, therapeutic sector, molecule 
type, and partnering status), and meeting requests. 
All company and product data were anonymized, 
however, a different anonymous ID is assigned each 
year (i.e. the same anonymous ID is not consistently 
linked to the same company throughout the period). 

Another limitation of the dataset is the fact that 
not all companies provide the same level of detail in 
their profiles, and an element of reporting bias may 
have an impact on observations derived from the 
data. 

In this dataset, the meeting requester is designated 
as the “From company” while the recipient of the 
meeting request is the “To company”. Throughout 
this analysis, companies meeting at BIO-Europe will 
be referred to as “pairs” or “pairings”, and attributes 
of these “pairings” will be described as: attribute of 
“From company” to attribute of “To company”. For 
instance, Pharma to Pharma describes the pairing 
of a Pharma company meeting another Pharma 
company. 

As depicted in Table 5, the total number of meetings 
as well as the total number of “From” companies 
increased each year. As such, the average number 
of meeting requests made by an individual company 
remained stable, hovering around 9.5 requests per 
company. The largest uptick in activity occurred in 
2013, which saw year-on-year (YOY) changes of 
13% and 15% in the number of meeting requests 
and requesting companies, respectively. Subsequent 
years only demonstrated minor increases in 
comparison to the prior year between 1-3%. 

Typically, 1 to 5 meeting requests are made by 
a single company, followed by 6 to 10, however, 
companies are increasingly requesting fewer 
meetings. In 2012, 37% made 1 to 5 requests and 
30% requested 6 to 10. The gap between these 
categories widened over time to 40% (1 to 5) and 
27% (6 to 10) in 2015. A small cohort of companies 

made more than 20 meeting requests each year, 
and remained relatively the same size except for an 
uptick in companies requesting 21 to 30 meetings 
in 2014. In comparison, the number of companies 
requesting fewer than 20 meetings increased 
between 2012 and 2015, driving up the meeting 
activity each year. [Table 5]

Companies primarily met once at each BIO-
Europe, but some company pairings met multiple 
times during the same event, generally only twice 
and rarely thrice. This is slowly becoming a more 
frequent occurrence; in 2012, only 10 company 
pairs met multiple times, which increased to 40 
pairs in 2015. [Data not shown] Again, since the 
same anonymized ID is not attached to a single 
company in partneringONE®, this analysis is unable 
to determine the number of times two companies 
have met over the course of multiple events.
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Table 5

Source: partneringONE® July 2016

Overview of BIO-Europe Meeting Activity, 2012-2015
2012 2013 2014 2015

Total meeting requests 6596 7447 7691 7761

# requests (company count)
1 to 5 254 306 308 331
6 to 10 204 231 236 223
11 to 20 169 191 175 204
21 to 30 38 35 53 41
31 to 40 15 11 12 11
41 to 50 6 6 7 6
>50 2 8 7 8
Total companies requesting meetings 688 788 798 824

Average # requests per company 9.6 9.5 9.6 9.4

The most common pairing each year was Biotech to 
Pharma (B to P), followed by Pharma to Pharma (P to 
P).  P to P meeting activity steadily increased while 
B to P seemingly decreased, and the difference in 
meeting counts between these two sector pairings 
has shrunk over time. B to P is the only sector pairing 
with decreased meeting activity as both Biotech to 
Biotech (B to B) and Pharma to Biotech (P to B) grew 
in this time period. In fact, the meetings numbers 
per sector pairings appears to be slowly moving 

toward a more even distribution. P to P and B to P 
still clearly lead in the number of meetings at 2015’s 
BIO-Europe, but the differences in meeting counts 
has decreased in comparison to prior years. As 
Biotech companies are increasingly looking towards 
their peers for partnering opportunities, it appears 
that Pharma is slowly increasing the number of 
meeting requests to Biotech companies in order 
to sustain partnerships between the two sectors. 
[Figure 3]
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Figure 3. Number of BIO-Europe Meetings between Sectors, 2012-2015

Source: Medtrack 2016

Table 6 provides an overview of the top 10 location 
pairings by year. Considering that US-based 
companies have the largest representation at 
BIO-Europe each year, it is unsurprising to see the 
country well represented in meetings, with US to US 
leading by far YOY. Nearly all pairings in the top 10 
include the US as either the meeting requester or 
recipient, but there is no clear trend in the number 
of meetings originating from or being received by 
US based companies. In 2012 and 2015, a larger 
number of meetings requests in the top 10 were 
from the US, while the US received more meeting 
requests in 2013 and 2014.

Beyond the US, the same countries frequent the 
top 10 location pairings each year, specifically, 
the UK, Germany, Japan, France and Switzerland. 
Notably, Germany to Germany is the only non-US 

pairing to make the top 10 in 2012 and 2014. South 
Korea also enters the top 10 on an almost annual 
basis as Korean companies look toward the US for 
opportunities. The only exception is in 2012, which 
has the unique pairing of Israel to United States at 
tenth place and is the only year Israel is seen as one 
of the top meeting requesters. [Table 6]

Removing the US from the equation finds Germany 
to Germany as the top pairing each year except 
2013, when the UK sought opportunities with 
Germany more frequently than Germans looked 
toward their compatriots. Other consistent intra-
country pairings are UK to UK and France to France. 
In general, the same countries meeting with the US 
also meet with each other at BIO-Europe, but to a 
lesser extent. [Table 7]
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Table 6

Source: partneringONE® July 2016

Top 10 Country Pairings at BIO-Europe by Meeting Count, 2012-2015

2012 2013
Countries of pairings Meeting count Countries of pairings Meeting count
United States to United States 303 United States to United States 435
United States to United Kingdom 222 United States to Japan 195
United States to Switzerland 179 United Kingdom to United States 179
United States to Germany 175 United States to Germany 164
United States to Japan 154 United States to United Kingdom 158
United Kingdom to United States 152 Germany to United States 150
Germany to United States 126 Japan to United States 137
Japan to United States 112 Korea, South to United States 125
Germany to Germany 96 France to United States 125
Israel to United States 95 Switzerland to United States 120

2014 2015
Countries of pairings Meeting count Countries of pairings Meeting count
United States to United States 378 United States to United States 398
United States to Japan 196 Germany to United States 168
Germany to United States 186 United States to Germany 158
United States to Germany 179 United Kingdom to United States 154
United Kingdom to United States 167 United States to United Kingdom 152
United States to United Kingdom 166 United States to France 143
Japan to United States 145 France to United States 133
United States to Switzerland 139 United States to Japan 130
Germany to Germany 116 United States to Switzerland 126
Korea, South to United States 109 Korea, South to United States 109
France to United States 109



14 / October 2016 © Informa UK Ltd 2016 (Unauthorized photocopying prohibited.)

Table 7

Source: partneringONE® July 2016

Top 10 Non-US Country Pairings at BIO-Europe by Meeting Count, 2012-2015

2012 2013
Countries of pairings Meeting count Countries of pairings Meeting count
Germany to Germany 96 United Kingdom to Germany 74
Germany to United Kingdom 89 Japan to Germany 61
United Kingdom to Germany 80 United Kingdom to United Kingdom 59
United Kingdom to United Kingdom 77 Germany to Germany 58
United Kingdom to Japan 71 France to France 56
Japan to Germany 64 Germany to Japan 55
Germany to Japan 62 Germany to United Kingdom 54
Switzerland to Germany 54 France to Japan 54
Germany to Switzerland 54 United Kingdom to Japan 53
United Kingdom to Switzerland 51 France to Germany 51

2014 2015
Countries of pairings Meeting count Countries of pairings Meeting count
Germany to Germany 116 Germany to Germany 87
United Kingdom to Germany 95 United Kingdom to United Kingdom 84
United Kingdom to United Kingdom 83 France to United Kingdom 78
United Kingdom to Japan 75 France to France 67
Germany to United Kingdom 71 United Kingdom to Germany 65
Germany to Japan 58 Germany to United Kingdom 64
Germany to Switzerland 55 France to Germany 63
Japan to United Kingdom 48 Japan to United Kingdom 59
France to France 46 United Kingdom to Switzerland 58
Germany to France 45 United Kingdom to France 56

As previously mentioned, a limitation of the dataset 
is the fact that not all companies provide the 
same level of detail in their partneringONE® profile, 
which is the case for employee number. Each 
year, the largest number of meetings took place 
between companies where one or both parties did 
not disclose their employee headcount. Among 
the companies who did provide this metric, the 
largest number of meetings were requested by the 
smallest companies who looked toward the biggest 
companies for opportunities. The top two pairings 
each year were 10-50 to >10K and 10-50 to 1001-

5000. Another consistency in terms of company 
size is the fact that companies reporting 10-50 
employees frequently met with companies with a 
similar employee pool, and at a greater frequency 
over the years. This pairing has slowly climbed 
from sixth to third place between 2012 and 2015. 
Also noted is the fact that 101-500 to 101-500 
entered the top 10 in 2015. This is consistent with 
the observed increase in B to B activity, while B to P 
activity decreased over time, as smaller companies 
may be looking to join forces with their peers rather 
than leverage resources from larger groups. [Table 8]
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Table 8

Source: partneringONE® July 2016

Top 10 Company Size Pairings by Meeting Count at BIO-Europe, 2012-2015

2012 2013

Employee count of pairings Company size 
comparison* Meeting count Employee count of pairings Company size 

comparison* Meeting count

Unspecified employee count - 3187 Unspecified employee count - 3538
10-50 to >10K < 255 10-50 to >10K < 283
10-50 to 1001-5000 < 217 10-50 to 1001-5000 < 233
<10 to >10K < 145 1001-5000 to 10-50 > 182
1001-5000 to 10-50 > 130 <10 to >10K < 172
101-500 to 10-50 > 111 10-50 to 10-50 = 168
>10K to 10-50 > 108 10-50 to 101-500 < 149
10-50 to 10-50 = 107 101-500 to 10-50 > 128
10-50 to 101-500 < 103 <10 to 1001-5000 < 120
101-500 to 1001-5000 < 102 10-50 to 5001-10K < 113
<10 to 1001-5000 < 99 1001-5000 to 1001-5000 = 106

1001-5000 to 101-500 > 106

2014 2015

Employee count of pairings Company size 
comparison* Meeting count Employee count of pairings Company size 

comparison* Meeting count

Unspecified employee count - 3545 Unspecified employee count - 3922
10-50 to >10K < 266 10-50 to >10K < 235
10-50 to 1001-5000 < 261 10-50 to 1001-5000 < 218
<10 to >10K < 190 10-50 to 10-50 = 206
10-50 to 10-50 = 179 101-500 to 10-50 > 193
1001-5000 to 10-50 > 170 1001-5000 to 10-50 > 178
<10 to 1001-5000 < 170 10-50 to 101-500 < 176
10-50 to 101-500 < 151 10-50 to 5001-10K < 121
10-50 to <10 > 123 <10 to >10K < 110
101-500 to 10-50 > 121 101-500 to 101-500 = 99
1001-5000 to <10 > 115 101-500 to <10 > 93
10-50 to 5001-10K < 115 101-500 to >10K < 93

* Company size comparison is relative to the From company. i.e. < indicates the From company is a smaller company size than the To company. 
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Note: Specialty refers to companies only listing oncology as a therapeutic area while diverse includes companies listing oncology as one of multiple 
therapeutic areas. Instances where a specialty company met with a diverse company are captured under “Oncology (specialty)”. 

Partnering within anticancer research
Neoplasms / cancer / oncology (oncology) was the 
most frequently disclosed therapeutic area (TA) 
of companies involved in BIO-Europe meetings, 
as either the requester or the recipient. [Data 
not shown] This large cohort of companies was 
consistently active at BIO-Europe each year, and 
over 70% of meetings each year included at least 
one oncology company. When limiting the dataset 

to companies who listed oncology as the sole 
therapeutic area in their profile (specialty), meeting 
numbers drop dramatically and comprise between 
14-19% of all meetings. The number of meetings 
consistently increase for cancer companies year-
on-year in both diverse (companies who include 
oncology as one of their multiple TAs) and specialty 
groups.  [Figure 4]

Figure 4. BIO-Europe Meetings, by Company’s Oncology Focus (Requester and/or Recipient Company),  
2012-2015

Source: partneringONE® July 2016
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To identify any BIO-Europe meeting trends within 
the oncology realm, the dataset encompassed 
all companies who included “Neoplasms / 
cancer / oncology” as a therapeutic area in their 
partneringONE® profile, both meeting requesters 
and recipients. Although some of the meeting 
activity at BIO-Europe for these companies may be 
related to non-oncology indications, further limiting 
the dataset to groups who list oncology as their sole 
TA would skew the data towards trends of smaller 
biotechs. 

Similar to the overall dataset, oncology companies 
increased their meeting activity each year, and 2013 
had the largest YOY change of 14% for meetings 
and 13% for companies. Meeting activity growth 
did not slow down as dramatically in 2014, which 
saw a 10% increase from the prior year. The YOY 

change in number of requesting companies was also 
slightly higher than the overall set at 5%, potentially 
indicating a larger growth of oncology related 
meeting activity and companies. This was not the 
case for 2015, however, and oncology activity 
appears to have flattened a bit. [Table 9]

As Table 9 also indicates, the average number of 
requests per company remained largely unchanged 
for oncology companies, but was smaller than the 
overall average. The lower average can likely be 
attributed to the fact that over 50% of companies 
requested between 1 to 5 meetings each year 
while approximately 25% requested 6 to 10. For 
the overall dataset, the difference in distribution 
between these categories was not quite as drastic, 
although it is widening toward this direction. 

Table 9

Source: partneringONE® July 2016

Overview of BIO-Europe Meeting Activity for Oncology Companies (Requester or Recipient), 2012-2015
2012 2013 2014 2015

Total meeting requests 4666 5302 5828 5847

# requests (company count)
1 to 5 328 398 402 407
6 to 10 186 181 192 184
11 to 20 97 101 114 136
21 to 30 19 27 36 21
31 to 40 7 10 11 8
41 to 50 3 4 5 5
>50 2 3 3 6
Total companies requesting meetings 642 724 763 767

Average # requests per company 7.3 7.3 7.6 7.6

Akin to the overall dataset, the clear leader for 
meetings involving all oncology companies is B to 
P, however, activity did decline noticeably in 2015. 
All other pairings have increased over time, some 
more at a faster rate than others. P to P is again the 
second most common pairing each year, but B to 

B is a fairly close third most years. The difference 
in meeting activity is less stark among all sector 
pairings outside of B to P in comparison to all BIO-
Europe meeting activity, particularly in 2012 and 
2015. [Figure 5]
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Figure 5. Number of BIO-Europe Meetings between Sectors for Oncology Companies (Requester or 
Recipient), 2012-2015

Source: Medtrack 2016

Location pairings for oncology companies follow the 
same general trends as the overall dataset across 
all as well as the non-US pairings. Each year, US 
to US is the most common pairing by far, and the 
same usual players of Germany, UK, France, Japan, 
and Switzerland dominate the top 10 annually. 
The intra-Germany pairing also enters the top 10 in 
2012 and 2014, however, South Korea is noticeably 

missing. For non-US pairings, Germany to Germany 
leads in 2014 and 2015 while UK/Germany pairings 
lead other years. UK to UK and France to France 
also appear in the top 10 for oncology companies, 
and again, the same players engaging with the US 
are continue to meet with each other within the 
anticancer space.  [Tables 10,11]
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Table 10

Source: partneringONE® July 2016

Top 10 Country Pairings at BIO-Europe for Oncology Companies by Meeting Count, 2012-2015

2012 2013
Countries of pairings Meeting count Countries of pairings Meeting count
United States to United States 213 United States to United States 325
United States to United Kingdom 178 United Kingdom to United States 141
United States to Switzerland 148 United States to Japan 137
United States to Germany 120 Germany to United States 129
United Kingdom to United States 112 United States to Germany 124
United States to Japan 106 United States to United Kingdom 123
Germany to United States 86 France to United States 100
Japan to United States 69 Japan to United States 94
Germany to United Kingdom 68 Switzerland to United States 92
Germany to Germany 67 United States to France 85

2014 2015
Countries of pairings Meeting count Countries of pairings Meeting count
United States to United States 309 United States to United States 300
United States to Japan 167 Germany to United States 132
Germany to United States 155 United States to Germany 123
United States to Germany 146 United Kingdom to United States 120
United States to United Kingdom 141 United States to United Kingdom 108
United Kingdom to United States 138 United States to France 106
United States to Switzerland 113 United States to Japan 102
Japan to United States 106 France to United States 93
Germany to Germany 97 United States to Switzerland 91
United States to France 82 Switzerland to United States 81
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Table 11

Source: partneringONE® July 2016

Top 10 Non-US Country Pairings at BIO-Europe for Oncology Companies by Meeting Count, 2012-2015

2012 2013
Countries of pairings Meeting count Countries of pairings Meeting count
Germany to United Kingdom 68 United Kingdom to Germany 53
Germany to Germany 67 France to France 48
United Kingdom to Germany 61 Germany to Germany 47
United Kingdom to United Kingdom 61 France to Germany 43
United Kingdom to Japan 48 United Kingdom to United Kingdom 43
Switzerland to Germany 46 Germany to Japan 40
United Kingdom to Switzerland 45 Japan to Germany 38
Germany to Japan 44 Switzerland to Japan 38
Germany to Switzerland 44 France to Japan 37
Japan to Germany 43 United Kingdom to Japan 34

Germany to United Kingdom 34

2014 2015
Countries of pairings Meeting count Countries of pairings Meeting count
Germany to Germany 97 Germany to Germany 69
United Kingdom to Germany 79 United Kingdom to United Kingdom 68
United Kingdom to United Kingdom 71 France to United Kingdom 62
Germany to United Kingdom 68 Germany to United Kingdom 57
United Kingdom to Japan 52 United Kingdom to Germany 52
Germany to Switzerland 48 France to Germany 52
Germany to Japan 47 United Kingdom to Switzerland 49
Japan to United Kingdom 40 France to France 49
Germany to France 39 United Kingdom to France 47
France to France 36 Germany to France 46
Japan to Switzerland 36
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The bulk of meetings for oncology companies 
include at least one with an unspecified employee 
count. Among those with a disclosed headcount, 
opportunities continue to be sought more frequently 
with the larger companies as smaller companies 
attempt to identify external resources and 
secure support in this challenging area. However, 

companies with 10-50 employees continue to 
increasingly request meetings with similarly sized 
groups within the oncology space, moving from 
ninth place in 2012 to second in 2015, and 101-500 
to 101-500 also makes the cut in 2015. [Table 12]

Table 12

Source: partneringONE® July 2016

Top 10 Company Size Pairings for Oncology Companies by Meeting Count at BIO-Europe, 2012-2015

2012 2013

Employee count of pairings Company size 
comparison* Meeting count Employee count of pairings Company size 

comparison* Meeting count

Unspecified employee count - 2145 Unspecified employee count - 2449
10-50 to >10K < 229 10-50 to >10K < 257
<10 to >10K < 133 10-50 to 1001-5000 < 155
10-50 to 1001-5000 < 113 <10 to >10K < 145
51-100 to >10K < 93 10-50 to 10-50 = 126
>10K to 10-50 > 86 10-50 to 101-500 < 125
101-500 to >10K < 80 1001-5000 to 10-50 > 102
101-500 to 10-50 > 77 101-500 to 10-50 > 91
10-50 to 101-500 < 77 101-500 to >10K < 90
10-50 to 10-50 = 72 10-50 to 5001-10K < 86
1001-5000 to 10-50 > 71 51-100 to >10K < 77

1001-5000 to 101-500 > 106

2014 2015

Employee count of pairings Company size 
comparison* Meeting count Employee count of pairings Company size 

comparison* Meeting count

Unspecified employee count - 2605 Unspecified employee count - 2892
10-50 to >10K < 232 10-50 to >10K < 204
10-50 to 1001-5000 < 196 10-50 to 10-50 = 169
<10 to >10K < 167 101-500 to 10-50 > 144
10-50 to 10-50 = 147 10-50 to 1001-5000 < 142
10-50 to 101-500 < 122 10-50 to 101-500 < 133
1001-5000 to 10-50 > 112 1001-5000 to 10-50 > 127
<10 to 1001-5000 < 111 10-50 to 5001-10K < 111
101-500 to >10K < 104 <10 to >10K < 93
10-50 to 5001-10K < 100 101-500 to >10K < 88
10-50 to <10 > 99 101-500 to 101-500 = 82

* Company size comparison is relative to the From company. i.e. < indicates the From company is a smaller company size than the To company. 
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Partnership Deals Landscape 2012 – 2016: Keeping Up a Brisk Pace
Since BIO-Europe meeting data was anonymized, 
this analysis was unable to directly link BIO-Europe 
meetings with any subsequent deal activity, 
however, a view of the deal landscape provides 
a glimpse into the potential of these in-person 
meetings. We analyzed all partnership deals in 
the broader biotech and pharmaceutical industry 
that involved a licensing component for drugs with 
assets from the research phase through post-
marketing worldwide from 2012 through the end of 
the first half of 2016.  The overall data showed clear 
trends across therapy areas, phase distribution and 
payment types.  

On an annual basis, 2015 outpaced the other 
historical years with a whopping USD 66 billion 
in total licensing deal value across all therapy 
areas, making 2015 total deal value nearly 2.5 
times as great as 2012 deal value.  2016 YTD (as 
of June 30, 2016) appears to remain strong with 
572 partnerships for nearly USD 34 billion.  On a 
forecasted out full year basis, 2016 looks to be on 
par with the deal volume seen in 2014, however 
the total deal value continues to increase and could 
potentially reach a five-year high, slightly exceeding 
2015’s total reported deal value.  It is evident that 
deals are getting done at higher average valuations 
as the market shows no real sign of a slowdown.  

*2016 has been forecasted based on twice the volume and value of 1H data from January – June; total deal value includes only those deals for which 
deal values were publicly disclosed; biotech and pharma deals also includes some deals for medical device companies, CROs, diagnostics, and other 
related deal industries if the deal contains one or more associated pharma product

Figure 6. Total Deal Volume and Value Distributions

Source: Medtrack 2016
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Overall movement in partnering deal activity mimics NBI 
performance
A very strong positive correlation was observed 
between partnering deal activity and the Nasdaq 
Biotechnology Index performance over the reviewed 
time horizon.  Both the volume of licensing deals 
and the NBI performance steadily increased 
between 2012 and 2014 and then peaked in 2015, 
and then subsequently began a decline thereafter.  
It can be surmised that when companies are 
performing well (using stock price as a proxy for 

overall company performance) they are more 
inclined to enter into partnerships to continue their 
upward momentum and further appreciate their 
stock price.  With the IPO window remaining open, 
biotech and pharma companies have the continued 
ability to raise additional funds to bolster their cash 
balances and use their growing coffers to fund 
larger and more frequent new product licenses and 
acquisitions.  

Figure 7. NBI Performance

Source: Yahoo Finance 2016
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Partnership country data supports BIO-Europe pairings
In analyzing the corporate headquarters of the 
companies involved in licensing deals from 2012 
to June 2016 the data substantiates EBD Group’s 
BIO-Europe pairings.  As shown on the table below, 
companies headquartered in the United States 
were responsible for the majority of all partnership 
deals with 1,271 U.S. companies participating either 
as licenser or licensee in the nearly 5,200 deals 
reviewed (note that data broken out by licenser vs. 
licensee was not available for this analysis and only 
aggregate data could be analyzed).  As such, US 
companies were involved in at least 25% of all of 
the licensing deals over the time horizon.  Trailing 
the US in the top five dealmakers by corporate 
headquarters were the UK (164 companies), Canada 
(141 companies), Japan (136 companies) and 
Germany (113 companies).  This data mimics the 

partnering data from BIO-Europe with the exception 
of Canada, which we do not see in the BIO-Europe 
top rankings.  The rationale for Canada not showing 
up in the BIO-Europe rankings could be manifold 
and would require further data to prove any one 
hypothesis.  It could be as simple as a lack of 
Canadian companies attending these meetings or 
Canadian companies taking fewer or more targeted 
meetings prior to executing a transaction.  Sixth in 
the ranking below was France (84 companies), which 
also had a major presence in partnering meetings 
during the conference.  Switzerland (64 companies) 
and Israel (53 companies) who were also very active 
in partnering meetings also made the top 25 by 
country headquarters.  A handful of other European 
and Asian countries rounded out the top 25.   

Table 13. Top 25 Countries of Company Headquarters Involved in Licensing Deals from 2012-2016

Source: Medtrack 2016

Country # Companies
United States 1271
United Kingdom 164
Canada 141
Japan 136
Germany 113
France 84
Australia 70
China 65
Switzerland 64
Sweden 54
Israel 53
India 46
Italy 43
Republic of Korea 42
Netherlands 40
Denmark 34
Spain 27
Taiwan 25
Belgium 20
Austria 18
Ireland 18
Singapore 15
Brazil 10
Hong Kong 10
Finland 9
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*Others includes medical device deals with associated pharma products, CROs, DDTs, chemical suppliers, etc.

Figure 8. Partnership Deals by Therapy Area: Total 2012 – 1H 2016 by Deal Volume

Source: Medtrack 2016
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Oncology continues to be front-runner
Looking at a therapy area specific view of the data, 
oncology deals dominated in both number of 
deals and total deal value (defined as the sum of 
disclosed upfront payment(s) plus any announced 
or received milestone payments) over the time 
horizon.  While oncology represented 22% of total 
deal volume, it brought in an even greater 36% of 
total partnership dollars since 2012.  Central nervous 
system (CNS) and infectious disease licensing deals 
were the next plentiful as ranked by deal volume, 
with the total across both therapy areas summing 
up to 21%.  Of the 21% figure, CNS deals accounted 
for the second greatest percent of the total at 11%, 
and those deals in the infectious disease space 
claimed the next spot at 10% of the total.  [Figures 
8, 9, 10, 11]

While licensing for oncology-focused assets has 
always been in demand, the recent uptick can be 
partially attributed to the birth of immuno-oncology 
and the sharp rise in this sub-set of transactions.  
As companies lead the charge toward more 
personalized medicine, T-cell therapy (including 
deals for Chimeric Antigen Receptors or CAR-T) 
and apoptosis inhibitors (including cell death PD-1 
inhibitors) have taken off and are commanding 
exceptionally high values.  Combination therapies 
have also taken on more limelight as companies 
work to develop new combo drugs for more targeted 
indications based off of already existing assets.   
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Figure 10. Partnership Deal Values by Therapy Area and Year

*Others includes medical device deals with associated pharma products, CROs, DDTs, chemical suppliers, etc.

Source: Medtrack 2016

2012 2013 2014 2015 1H 2016

100%
80%
60%
40%
20%

0%

Central Nervous System

GastroenterologyDisorders

Infectious Diseases

Ophthalmology

Endocrine, Metabolic and Genetic Disorders

Immunology and Inflammation

Oncology

Others*

Figure 9. Therapy Area Volume Distribution by Year

Source: Medtrack 2016
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Oncology

Infectious Diseases

Immunology and Inflammation

Figure 11. Partnership Deals Total Value by Therapy Area – 2012 – 1H 2016

*Others includes medical device deals with associated pharma products, CROs, DDTs, chemical suppliers, etc.

Source: Medtrack 2016
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*2016 has been forecasted based on twice the volume and value of 1H data from January – June

Milestones are the new “black” for partnerships
It’s clear that pharma is more than willing to pay 
(and potentially overpay in many situations) for key 
unproven assets if those assets fill a gap in their 
prized pipelines.  Also evident is that more of those 
massive payments are back-weighted depending on 
products achieving major milestones. Nearly 50% of 

total partnership dollars were allocated to milestone 
payments since 2012 with a pretty steady ratio of 
upfront to milestone in each year except for 2013 
where milestones only made up 26% of the total. 
[Figure 12]

Figure 12. Partnership Deal Breakdown by Payment Type

Source: Medtrack 2016
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Mega-deals dominate the industry
There was a disproportionate distribution of value 
among the top 20 deals analyzed in the sample.  
These deals accounted for nearly 26% of the 
total based on deal value since 2012.  Within the 
top 20 deals oncology was the most numerous 
bringing in almost half of the deals with nine 
transactions, following the larger trend observed 
above.  Many of the oncology deals focused on 
the newer area of immuno-oncology including 
Novartis’ license with Xenecor using Xenecor’s 
antibody engineering platform, Baxalta’s options 
granted from Symphogen for six immuno-oncology 
projects against checkpoint targets, and Baxalta and 

Precision’s CAR-T deal for six unique cancer targets.  
Metabolic brought in three deals and Autoimmune/
Immunology pulled in two deals.  Breaking from 
the oncology-heavy trend, the number two and 
three deals by total deal value were actually in the 
diabetes space: one between BMS and AstraZeneca 
for a slew of products including Bydureon, Byetta, 
Forxiga, Kombiglyze XR, Myalept, Onglyza, Symlin 
at USD 4.3 billion including milestones in 2014, and 
the second between Hanmi and Sanofi also for USD 
4.3 billion for HM11260C, HM12470 and LAPS Insulin 
Combo toward the end of 2015.  [Table 14]

Table 14. Top Partnership Deals by Total Deal Value – 2012 to 1H 2016 (deal value in millions of USD)

Deal Date Licenser Licensee Products/Technologies Deal Value Royalty Broader TA
2014/02/03 Ablynx nv Merck Sharp & 

Dohme Corp. 
(formerly Merck & 

Co., Inc.)

Nanobody candidates 6 779.30 -- Oncology

2014/02/01 Bristol-Myers 
Squibb Company

AstraZeneca PLC Bydureon, Byetta, Forxiga, Kombiglyze XR, 
Myalept, Onglyza, Symlin

4 325.00 -- Metabolic

2015/11/05 Hanmi 
Pharmaceutical 
Company Limited

Sanofi HM11260C, HM12470,LAPS Insulin Combo 4 258.50 -- Metabolic

2016/04/06 Heptares 
Therapeutics, 
Ltd.|Sosei Group 
Corporation

Allergan 
Pharmaceuticals 

International 
Limited|Allergan 

plc (formerly 
Actavis, plc)

Dual M1/M4 agonists,Dual M1/M4 agonists 
for neurobehavioral symptoms,HTL18318, 

HTL9936, M1 selective compounds, M4 
selective compounds,Muscarinic M4 Agonists 

for Alzheimer's disease, Muscarinic M4 
Agonists HEPTARES

3 340.00 -- Neurology

2012/08/21 Molecular 
Partners AG

Allergan, Inc. DARPins, MP0112, MP0260 3 162.50 -- Opthalmology

2016/02/22 Bristol-Myers 
Squibb Company

ViiV Healthcare, 
Ltd.

BMS663068, BMS955176, BMS986173 3 085.00 -- Infectious

2014/06/18 Cellectis S.A. Pfizer, Inc. Chimeric Antigen Receptor T-cell (CAR-T) 
immunothe, UCART38

2 855.00 7% - 
9%

Oncology

2014/04/24 Nogra Pharma 
Limited

Celgene 
Corporation

GED-0301 for gastrointestinal disorders, 
GED0301

2 575.00 1% - 
9%

Gastro

2016/06/28 Xencor, Inc. Novartis AG Xencor Fc technologies,XmAb bispecific 
technology, XmAb13676, XmAb14045

2 560.00 1% - 
6%

Oncology

2015/10/26 CRISPR 
Therapeutics

Vertex 
Pharmaceuticals 

Incorporated

Gene-based treatments,Gene-based 
treatments for cystic fibrosis,Gene-based 

treatments for genetic diseases,Gene-based 
treatments for sickle cell disease

2 520.00 1% - 
13%

Respiratory/ 
Hematology

2015/04/06 uniQure NV Bristol-Myers 
Squibb Company

AAV-S100A1,Gene Therapies,Gene therapy 
technology platform

2 307.00 -- Cardiology

2015/07/28 Regeneron 
Pharmaceuticals, 
Inc.

Sanofi Antibodies to glucocorticoid-induced 
tumor-necrosi, Antibodies to lymphocyte-

activation gene 3 (LAG3), Immuno-oncology 
antibodies,Programmed cell death protein 1 

(PD-1) inhibitor, REGN2810

2 170.00 -- Oncology
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2012/07/12 Genmab A/S Janssen Biotech, 
Inc. (formerly 

Centocor Ortho 
Biotech, Inc.)

Bispecific antibodies, DuoBody Platform, 
JNJ61178104

1 936.50 -- Autoimmune

2013/12/03 OncoMed 
Pharmaceuticals, 
Inc.

Celgene 
Corporation

Anti-cancer stem cell products 1 760.00 -- Oncology

2015/09/16 Xencor, Inc. Amgen, Inc.|The 
American Society 

of Hematology

Bispecific molecules,Cancer 
immunotherapy,Therapeutic candidates, 
XmAb13551, XmAb13676, XmAb14045, 

XmAb14702, XmAb15426

1 745.00 4% - 
13%

Oncology

2014/11/24 Five Prime 
Therapeutics, 
Inc.

Bristol-Myers 
Squibb Company

FPA008, Opdivo, Opdivo (nivolumab) 
combination with FPA008 for me, Opdivo 

(nivolumab) combination with FPA008 for col, 
Opdivo (nivolumab) combination with FPA008 

for hea, Opdivo (nivolumab) combination 
with FPA008 for mal, Opdivo (nivolumab) 
combination with FPA008 for non, Opdivo 

(nivolumab) combination with FPA008 for pan

1 740.00 17% - 
23%

Oncology

2016/02/25 Precision 
BioSciences, Inc.

Baxalta 
Incorporated

Chimeric Antigen Receptor (CAR) T Cell 
Therapies

1 705.00 -- Oncology

2015/11/06 Lexicon 
Pharmaceuticals, 
Inc. (formerly 
Lexicon Genetics 
Incorporated)

Sanofi LX4211 1 700.00 10% - 
40%

Metabolic

2016/01/04 Symphogen A/S Baxalta 
Incorporated

Checkpoint therapies 1 600.00 -- Oncology

2014/09/29 MacroGenics, Inc. Takeda 
Pharmaceutical 

Company Limited

DART Therapeutics 1 600.00 -- Immune

Source: Medtrack 2016
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Phase does matter for dealmakers
Partnership deals were also dissected by phase of 
the asset(s) at time of deal signing.  All development 
phases were reviewed from research and preclinical 
through clinical development to marketed and post-
marketed (Phase IV additional trials).  Deals with 
one or more assets in the research phase garnered 

the largest share of the total, followed by those 
with assets in preclinical and then marketed.  It is 
evident that dealmakers are continuing to partner 
assets across all development phases with the early 
and late stages representing the bulk of the activity.  
[Figures 13, 14]

Figure 13. Partnership Deal Volume by Phase*

Source: Medtrack 2016

*Research deals also include those at which phase was unknown at time of deal signing
**2016 has been forecasted based on twice the volume and value of 1H data from January – June
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Figure 14. Partnership Deal Value by Phase*

Source: Medtrack 2016

*Research deals also include those at which phase was unknown at time of deal signing
**2016 has been forecasted based on twice the volume and value of 1H data from January – June 
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Royalties: The icing on Pharma’s cake
As part of the analysis we also examined deals with 
a royalty component and observed the average 
distribution of the royalty across both phase of 
signing and broader therapy area of the assets.  
Those companies who signed licenses with products 
in the pending approval phase (note that many 
deals include multiple assets, each at different 
stages), garnered the greatest average royalty at 
nearly 14%.  This was closely trailed by Phase III 
and marketed assets, with average royalties at 
around 13%.  Assets that have already advanced 
to Phase III/Pending Approval are much more likely 

to be approved by the FDA and have quite low risk 
profiles.  The low risk profile and high likelihood of 
approval demands greater royalties to compensate 
licensers for the significant investment in both time 
and money made to date.  Deals signed at the 
Preclinical development stage received the lowest 
average royalties of just 7% as licensees would be 
required to spend significant capital of their own 
further developing these products, and as such were 
unwilling to pay high royalties to licensers.  [Figure 
15]

Royalty rates by therapy area also showed some 
interesting observations.  The rates ranged from 
a high of 15.1% for genitourinary asset deals to a 
low of 7.7% for ophthalmology.  Of particular note 
were Oncology deals, which had lower than average 
royalties at only 9.3%, the third lowest across the 
sample.  A few exceptionally high royalty deals 
that stood out from the pack were the 34–36% 

royalty for Fostiva for wet age-related macular 
degeneration signed in May 2014 (Ophthalmology; 
Phase III), the 35% royalty for Ameluz for actinic 
keratosis (Dermatology; marketed phase) signed 
in February 2012, and the 45–65% royalty for 
Xiaflex for Dupuytren’s Contracture (Genitourinary; 
marketed phase) signed in July 2013.  [Figure 16]

Figure 15. Average Royalty Rates by Phase

Source: Medtrack 2016
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Figure 16. Average Royalty Rates by Therapy Area

Do LOAs matter when evaluating and paying for key assets?
An analysis of the average likelihood of approval 
(LOA: defined as the probability of reaching FDA 
approval from the current phase; calculated as the 
product of each phase success probability leading 
to FDA approval) by therapy and phase area was 
provided from Informa’s Biomedtracker.  As seen 
below, oncology had the lowest average likelihood 
of approval, with just 6% in Phase I, 10% in Phase 
II and 35% in Phase III.  There however is a clear 
inflection between Phase III and filing for NDA/BLA 
when the average oncology likelihood soars nearly 
in-line with its other therapy area peers to 82% 
(not shown on graph below).  With more and more 
early stage oncology partnerships being executed 
at never before seen astronomical valuations, this 
begs the question as to whether or not licensees 
are overpaying for “risky” assets and what is being 
done to compensate them for the added risk 
profile.  Perhaps lower royalty rates and considerably 
more back-weighted milestone payments upon 
realization of key trial data and planned endpoints 
is the balance for the increased risk profile. Also 
compensating for the lower LOA of oncology 

assets is the fact that nearly 79% of all oncology 
candidates were approved on first FDA review, the 
highest among all therapy areas, and also with 
an average filing to approval time of the lowest at 
1.1 years.  If companies see the ability to pair the 
newly licensed oncology assets with ones that are 
already in their portfolio, they may be more than 
willing to “overpay” for the products even if they 
have yet to be proven.  Perhaps the company will 
form a new combination therapy with one of their 
existing assets and a newly acquired product or be 
able to repurpose an asset for additional indications. 
By doing this a potential acquirer may do its own 
internal risk-based valuation assessment that may 
value the asset at substantially more than what the 
broader market would value it and hence be willing 
to pay a nice premium to add it to its portfolio.  It is 
also worth noting that phase transition success rates 
and LOA varied quite widely among the sub-types of 
cancer indications with hematologic cancers seeing 
higher average rates and solid tumors seeing lower 
average rates. 

Source: Medtrack 2016
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Does the past portend the future?
As we enter the final quarter of 2016, there is no 
slowdown in sight as dealmakers continue to ink 
collaborations.  On the heels of Q2, biotech Celgene 
paired up with privately held Jounce in yet another 
blockbuster immuno-oncology transaction.  Through 
the partnership, Celgene received options to jointly 
develop and commercialize lead candidate JTX-2011 
along with up to four early stage assets for B cell, T 
cell and tumor-associated macrophage targets and 
an option to share equally in a checkpoint immuno-
oncology program.   While the upfront payment was 
only USD 225 million along with a USD 36 million 
equity investment in Jounce, sales milestones 
payments could reach USD 2.3 billion plus tiered 
royalties on ex-US sales.  While this valuation 
wouldn’t top the charts over the past few years, it 
would land the deal firmly in the top 10 and make 
it the second largest oncology deal in the past five 
years.

With 2016 nearing a close, what will collaborative 
opportunities look like and will the mix of companies 
partnering for new entities remain the same? Are 
companies shopping their hottest leads around to 
multiple companies, or selecting the best options 
based on strategic fit? Will we continue to see a 
strong positive correlation between partnering 
deal activity and the Nasdaq Biotechnology Index 
performance, and will the distribution between 
upfront payments, milestones and royalties remain 
the same? Will we continue to see the volume of 
deals or will companies decide to go it solo while 
the IPO window is still open? We look forward to 
the opportunity to observe trends in partnering, 
licensing, and deal financing from this year’s BIO-
Europe meeting.

Figure 17. Average Likelihood of Approval (LOA) by Phase and Therapy Area

Source: Biomedtracker; average from 2003-2013
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Informa’s Pharma intelligence is home of the world’s leading pharma and 
healthcare R&D and business intelligence brands – Datamonitor Healthcare, 
Sitetrove, Trialtrove, Pharmaprojects, Medtrack, Biomedtracker, Scrip, Pink Sheet, 
In Vivo. Pharma intelligence’s brands are trusted to provide over 3000 of the 
world’s leading pharmaceutical, contract research organisations (CRO’s), medical 
technology, biotechnology and healthcare service providers, including the top 10 
global pharma and top 10 CRO’s, with an advantage when making critical R&D and 
commercial decisions.

Accurate and timely intelligence about the drug development pipeline is vital 
to understanding the opportunities and risks in today’s biopharmaceutical 
marketplace – whether you are targeting an unmet medical need, investigating 
promising new therapies or researching drug development historical trends and 
treatment patterns. If you are providing contract research or other services in the 
pharma industry, you need to standout. A solid understanding of your potential 
clients’ pipelines and competition will help you leave a lasting impression.

EBD Group is the leading partnering firm for the global life science industry. Since 
1993, biotech, pharma and medical device companies have leveraged EBD Group’s 
partnering conferences, technology and services to identify business opportunities 
and develop strategic relationships essential to their success.

EBD Group’s conferences are run with the support of leading corporations and 
international trade associations and include:
•	 	BIO-Europe® and BIO-Europe Spring®, Europe’s largest life science partnering 

conferences, supported by the Biotechnology Industry Organization (BIO)
•	 	BioPharm	America™,	the	fastest	growing	partnering	event	in	North	America
•	 	Biotech	Showcase™,	a	unique	forum	in	San	Francisco	for	presenting	to	investors	

and business development executives, co-produced with Demy-Colton Life 
Science Advisors

•	 	BioEquity	Europe,	the	investor	conference	co-organized	with	BioCentury	
Publications and BIO

•	 	ChinaBio® Partnering Forum, the first dedicated biotech/pharma partnering 
conference in China, co-produced with ChinaBio® Group

•	 	Biolatam®, facilitating partnering among global life sciences executives in Latin 
America’s vibrant life science hubs

•	 	Cell	&	Gene	Exchange,	a	partnering	forum	focused	on	the	patient	community	
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Medicine (ARM).
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partnering360® is the open online community of life science dealmakers that 
enhances partnering experiences throughout the year.
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business strategies of the life science industry.
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