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Animal-Health Enterprise Value Is Enhanced by Focused Risk Mitigation

A practical framework to help early-stage animal-health companies achieve financing readiness through
systematic identification and intentional mitigation of the risks most relevant to upcoming value-inflection points.

Alexis Nahama, DVM; Robert Jones, PhD
Brakke Consulting, 806 Green Valley Rd, Greensboro, NC 27408 www.brakkeconsulting.com

This white paper argues that early-stage animal-health companies become more financeable when they define
the next value-inflection point, identify the risks that block that decision, and fund work that converts those risks
into interpretable evidence. The proposed scorecard gives founders, investors, and strategic reviewers a shared
language for assessing remaining uncertainty, aligning on priority risks, and linking capital directly to evidence-
generating work.

Introduction

In our work with innovative animal-health startups, one pattern appears repeatedly: company descriptions, round
labels, and development plans vary, but the diligence questions that drive investor pushbacks are remarkably
consistent. The most serious concerns usually arise when material risks are minimized, left implicit, or
disconnected from the work the next round is meant to fund.

This white paper presents our professional viewpoint and reflects our experience working inside and alongside large
animal-health organizations on portfolio strategy, business development, M&A, and the rigorous assessment of
external innovation opportunities. It is also informed by Brakke Consulting's work with strategic animal-health
companies, private equity firms, and by direct discussions with founders and educated investors.

Investors want to understand material risks, available evidence, and whether the proposed capital raise will fund
work that materially reduces uncertainty, so the next value inflection point becomes achievable. For purposes of
this paper, a value-inflection point is the point at which new evidence is sufficient to change financing, partnering,
development, or valuation decision. The term is used as a practical business concept, not as a substitute for
regulatory milestones or formal financing-round labels.

This is especially important for innovative startup companies seeking approximately $0.5 million to $5 million. At this
point, one well-designed package of work can materially improve the quality and value of the company and the
financing conversation. The reverse is also true: capital spent without reducing the most consequential uncertainty
may delay progress without creating additional value.

We propose a more useful way to frame early animal-health companies: not by Seed, Series A, or borrowed human-
biotech phases, but by the risks mitigated, the evidence produced, and the risks that the next round is designed to
mitigate.

Our central proposition: we believe a disciplined risk-mitigation process, anchored to a clearly defined
next value-inflection point, can materially improve the likelihood of raising the capital needed and support
a more informed, evidence-based valuation discussion. Proposed use of funds should directly support
building the evidence needed to mitigate the key risks identified as critical obstacles to achieving that
objective.
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1 | Why animal health needs its own lens

In animal health, a company raising $500,000 may call the round a Series A. Another may use the same name for
$20 million financing. Neither is necessarily wrong. The label simply does not reveal what the company controls,
what evidence exists, what must happen next, or whether the amount being raised is sufficient to reach a meaningful
value-inflection point (point at which new evidence can materially change a financing, partnering, development, or
valuation decision).

The same problem arises when human-life-science terminology is imported into animal health. FDA animal-drug
development is organized around technical sections such as target-animal safety, effectiveness, CMC,
environmental impact, and, where applicable, human food safety. USDA-regulated biologics follow a different
architecture. Phase language is sometimes used informally, but it is not a consistent valuation framework for animal-
health company maturity or value.

The gap we see in practice

* Angels and family offices should be able to assume early risk, but their diligence increasingly resembles later-
stage review. Founders are asked for evidence that the contemplated angel check is intended to fund.

« Strategic animal-health companies often say they want to engage early. In practice, many opportunities do not
become actionable until target-species data, a credible regulatory route, and a believable development plan
exist. In our experience, strategic organizations are also becoming increasingly disciplined about early technical
and execution risk; making risk explicit can therefore improve, rather than weaken, an early engagement
discussion.

« Traditional life-science venture capital is structured around larger markets, larger financings, and different exit
dynamics. Many animal-health projects are too specialized or too capital-light to fit that model.

This leaves a recurring financing gap between an interesting opportunity and an opportunity that can withstand
specialized diligence. The gap is not solved by changing the round name. It is solved by identifying the most
consequential risks and funding work that materially reduces them.

A better opening question is not, “What stage are you?” It is, “What must become true for the next
qualified investor or strategic representative to value this company differently?”

2 | Risk is not a weakness to hide

Founders understandably worry that discussing risk will reduce enthusiasm. In our experience, the opposite is
usually true with informed animal-health investors. A management team that can state its critical gaps, rank them,
and explain how each will be addressed is demonstrating judgment and control. That is materially more reassuring
than a polished market narrative that leaves the difficult questions unanswered.

The purpose is not to make every company look risky. Every early company has risk. The purpose is to show that
management understands where the risk resides and has a disciplined plan to convert uncertainty into evidence.

Attempts to minimize risk perception

» Leading with a very large market description while not clearly defining whether the developed product can reach,
serve, or defend the broad market or a much smaller market segment.

 Using “clinical,” “late stage,” or a financing label to imply maturity that the evidence package does not support.

« Presenting a long list of activities as milestones without identifying the decision each activity is intended to
influence.

< Omitting weak, incomplete, or contradictory data from early conversations or the diligence record.
« Seeking only non-specialist capital because specialist questions expose work that remains to be done.

These approaches may accelerate an initial conversation, but they create downstream problems. Experienced
reviewers know or eventually find the risks. Trust declines, diligence expands, timelines lengthen, and the next
investor inherits uncertainty that prior capital should have addressed.
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Healthy phrasing: “These are our three largest risks. This is the evidence we already have. This is the
work the round will fund. These are the results that would advance, redirect, or stop the program.”

Risk mitigation is not the promise that every study will succeed or that risk can be eliminated. A well-defined negative
result can protect capital and management time by resolving an important question. What destroys value is an
ambiguous result that leaves the same material uncertainty open after the money has been spent.

3 | Four value-inflection points

A value-inflection point is reached when new evidence is sufficient to change financing, development, partnering,
or strategic decisions. The presented four value-inflection points describe practical evidence positions for a
companion-animal therapeutic or biologic. They do not replace regulatory milestones. Instead, they identify points
at which enough material uncertainty has been reduced to support a different financing, investor, partnering,
development, or valuation discussion. Specific investors or strategic buyers may still apply their own thresholds
within or between these points.

Figure 1. Four value-inflection points and illustrative enterprise-value reference ranges
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lllustrative post-money/company-value references - not appraisals. Evidence at value-inflection points, not round labels, is the organizing variable.

The dollar ranges in Figure 1 are illustrative post-money/company-value references, not appraisals. Table 1 then translates each
value-inflection point into the evidence already in place and the next evidence capital is intended to produce. Neither the value
ranges nor the sequence are automatic; unresolved material risk can keep a company below an indicated range, and individual
risks may advance at different rates.

Table 1. Value-inflection points: what has been mitigated and what the next capital must prove

VALUE-INFLECTION POINT

WHAT HAS BEEN MITIGATED

WHAT THE NEXT CAPITAL MUST PROVE

1 Investable Foundation

Material rights are controlled; the team and product
thesis are credible; enabling science is reproducible
enough to justify animal work.

Select the candidate/formulation and produce an
interpretable target-species package.

2 Target-Species Proof

A relevant signal has been demonstrated in the
intended species with usable dose, regimen, and
tolerability logic.

Confirm regulatory requirements, pivotal logic, CMC
feasibility, timeline, and full development economics.

3 Development Path Ready

The company understands the regulatory agency path,
studies, endpoints, manufacturing route, vendors,
budget, and major execution dependencies.

Complete decisive safety/effectiveness and technical
section work while building reliable supply.

4 Approval and Market Ready

The evidence package, supply, intended label, pricing,
channel, and launch or partnering plan are credible.

Translate approval and launch into adoption, repeat
use, growth, and strategic value.

A company may carry elements of several value-inflection points at once. Strong target-species data do not repair
weak IP. Regulatory agency feedback does not prove commercial success. The value-inflection framework
identifies the company's dominant financing position; the scorecard on the following page preserves the individual
risks and shows what must improve to reach the next relevant investor or strategic threshold.

The indicative value ranges shown above are hypotheses drawn from Brakke's animal-health market work and selected public
histories. They are not automatic marks. The quality of the underlying evidence remains decisive.
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4 | The Animal-Health Risk-to-Value Scorecard

Across our work with founders, investors, and strategic reviewers, we repeatedly encounter ten risk categories that
drive a large share of early-stage diligence questions. The scorecard is intended to be used in sequence: first to
define the next value-inflection point the company is seeking to reach, then to identify the gaps and material risks
that could prevent achievement of that objective, and finally to connect the use of funds to the evidence needed to
mitigate those risks. Management can use the scorecard as a self-assessment and diligence-preparation tool, while
also testing whether the proposed use of funds is aligned with the risks most relevant to that objective. It is not a
substitute for a development plan, budget, or investor diligence; it is a common language for organizing those
discussions.

Ideally, the intended investor or strategic decision-maker also scores the same risks and shares its assessment,
allowing the parties to identify agreed high risks and differences in perspective. The same tool can assess a longer-
term development or commercial objective, but we generally favor a progressive approach focused on the next
meaningful value-inflection point.

Table 2. Animal-Health Risk-to-Value Scorecard: ten recurring diligence risks

# |RISK THE QUESTION EVIDENCE THAT MITIGATES IT

Does the company control and defend the Ownershipl/license, claim scope and life, FTO view, data and
1 |[IP and control . N

opportunity? material rights.

Can this team make and execute the next Relevant leadership, named expertise, governance, incentives
2 |Team and governance .

decisions? and accountable owners.

Relevant literature, mechanism, translational logic,

3 |Scientific rationale Is the premise credible and reproducible? reproducible enabling data.

Is there a product, indication and usable Target product profile, candidate/formulation, dose and route

4 [ Product definition ) )
profile? assumptions.

Relevant, interpretable efficacy or biological signal in the

5 [Target-species POC Does it work in the intended animal? .
target species.
- - D , PK/PD wh I t, tolerability and
6 |Safety and dose Is exposure usable and tolerability sufficient? 0S€ response T where relevant, folerability an
margin-of-safety logic.
. . Jurisdiction, interaction, written feedback, study and
7 |Regulatory path What will the agency require? urisdiction, agency interaction, written feedback, study an

submission plan.

8 |cMc and supply Can consistent product be made at the needed | Process, quality, assays, stability, scale, suppliers, COGS and

scale and cost? transferability.
. . Can this plan reach a value event before Integrated plan, dependencies, budget, contingencies and
9 |[Time and capital . . ) ) ) ;
capital or time runs out? financeable next value-inflection point.
. ... | Willit be adopted, paid for, distributed, and Customer evidence, pricing, channel, competition, adoption
10 |Market and strategic fit . P P ) P ) 9 P P
strategically relevant? economics and buyer fit.

How to read the scorecard

Risk-scoring convention: 0 = Absent; 1 = Low; 2 = Moderate; 3 = High; 4 = Unacceptable for the stated next decision. Scores
represent remaining risk today, relative to the defined objective, not permanent grades of the company. When both parties
score a risk 3 for example, it indicates agreed high risk; a difference of two or more points identifies an alignment gap that
requires clarification and alignment.
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lllustrative example: a university-originated canine cognitive-dysfunction program

Scenario: A startup has licensed a new molecule from a university to manage cognitive dysfunction in senior
dogs. The team has generated encouraging rodent data and agrees on an initial formulation but has no canine
proof of concept yet. The company is seeking funding to generate the evidence needed prior to a more
substantive strategic business-development (BD) engagement. A prospective strategic representative agrees to
share their independent assessment.

Status: Investable foundation; company seeking funding to generate partner-ready target-species evidence and
support more substantive strategic BD engagement.

Table 3. lllustrative self-assessment and strategic BD scoring

. TEAM STRATEGIC
RISK ID and Scoring SELF-ASSESSMENT BD Representative (BD) INTERPRETATION / ALIGNMENT
No material alignment gap: both parties view
IP and control 1 (Low) 2 (Moderate) IP/control risk as low to moderate; BD sees
slightly more residual uncertainty.

Aligned: both parties view team and governance

Team and governance 1 (Low 1 (Low )
g ( ) (Low) risk as low.

Aligned: both view scientific rationale as

Scientific rationale 2 (Moderate) 2 (Moderate) . .
moderate remaining risk.

Alignment gap (2 points): the team considers its
Product definition 1 (Low) 3 (High) initial formulation sufficient; BD needs a clearer
target product profile and dose/route logic.

Alignment gap (2 points): the team views missing
Target-species POC 2 (Moderate) 4 (Unacceptable) canine POC as manageable; BD considers it
unacceptable for the stated partnering decision.

Aligned high risk: canine dose, exposure and

Safety and dose 3 (High) 3 (High) tolerability remain materially uncertain.

Alignment gap (3 points): the team believes
MUMS designation or conditional approval

Regulatory path 1 (Low) 4 (Unacceptable) eligibility is likely; BD considers that route
uncertain and wants further input from the
relevant authority.

No material alignment gap: both view
CMCl/supply risk as low to moderate;

CMC and supply 1 (Low) 2 (Moderate) . .
BD sees slightly more residual
uncertainty.
Aligned high risk: both question whether the plan
. . ) and capital can deliver partner-ready evidence;
p . R
Hime and capilal 3 (High) 4 (Unacceptable) BD considers the remaining risk unacceptable for
its current decision.
- Aligned: both parties view market and
Market and strategic fit 2 (Moderate) 2 (Moderate)

strategic-fit risk as moderate.

Interpretations are shown for every risk so that a blank cell is not mistaken for 'no issue.' A difference of two or more points is an
alignment gap; a shared score of 3 or 4 is also a priority even when the parties agree.

Required risk mitigation: a usable formulation supported by interpretable canine proof-of-concept and initial
dose/tolerability evidence, together with a credible regulatory development path and initiation of regulatory-
authority discussions. Reaching this point could materially improve readiness for additional VC financing and
more substantive strategic BD engagement, potentially including ROFR or co-development discussions.

Priority is not ranked mechanically by the size of the scoring gap. We prioritize risks that are decision-blocking or shared high
risks and that the proposed financing can materially reduce; score differences are used to surface misalignment, not to create an
ordinal ranking.
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Table 4. Priority risks and intended use of funds
PRIORITY RISK EVIDENCE AND INTENDED USE OF FUNDS

Fund an interpretable canine study to establish whether the formulated therapeutic produces a relevant

A. Target-species POC signal in cognitive dysfunction.

B. Product definition, safety and ' Finalize a usable formulation and target product profile, then generate initial canine dose, exposure and
dose tolerability evidence sufficient for the next development decision.

Develop a credible regulatory plan and initiate agency discussions. Written feedback, where obtained,

C. Regulatory path would further reduce uncertainty.

Practical note: this is an illustrative first-use version of the scorecard. As the tool is applied and refined through real-world animal-health
cases, we intend to develop and share a more detailed standard operating procedure (SOP) covering scoring guidance, reviewer roles,
documentation, alignment discussions, re-scoring, and use across different types of animal-health companies.

The proposed financing should prioritize work that mitigates the risks most likely to constrain the next decision. In
this example, the intended evidence could support more substantive strategic business-development
engagement, potentially including ROFR or co-development discussions. The objective is not to eliminate every
risk, but to connect the key risks to the evidence the proposed capital is intended to produce.

5 | How the scorecard changes the conversation

An early investor may be willing to finance a risk that remains unacceptable to a strategic buyer. Shared scoring can
make that difference explicit; when scores are not shared, management can still use the scorecard to organize
diligence around the evidence and requirements raised by the reviewer. The same company may therefore be
financeable for one participant while remaining below another participant’s threshold.

Table 5. How different reviewers weight risk
REVIEWER LIKELY HIGH-WEIGHT RISKS USEFUL FEEDBACK

. . IP, team, science, product definition, use of | “We can accept early efficacy risk if this round is sufficient to
Angel | family office

funds deliver a conclusive target-species result.”
- Target-species POC, safety/dose, “Target-species POC remains a high risk; formulation and
Specialist investor ) ; ) . e,
regulatory path, CMC, next financing agency alignment are also material to the next decision.

Strategic BD Target-species POC, time to market, CMC, | “Target-species POC is currently decision-blocking. Revisit after

label, portfolio fit canine proof and a clearer development path.”
PE | commercial Adoption, scalable supply, margins, growth  “Technical risk is sufficiently mitigated; commercial repeatability
capital and management depth and scalable economics now determine value.”

For founders, the scorecard first serves as a diligence-preparation tool: it forces management to identify the risks
most likely to draw scrutiny and to test whether the proposed financing addresses them. When a reviewer shares its
scoring or sufficiently specific feedback, the company can also distinguish "not investable" from "not investable for
this reviewer today." For example, if a strategic buyer requires decision-grade target-species POC while the
proposed financing stops at formulation, the company has not designed a round capable of reaching that buyer's
threshold or the corresponding value-inflection point.

Why it helps investors

The framework makes risk tolerance explicit. A reviewer can say, for example, "Regulatory risk is currently low
enough for us to proceed, but the absence of target-species proof remains a critical, decision-blocking risk."” That is
more useful than rejecting a company as "too early,” and more disciplined than accepting a large-market narrative
without understanding what remains unresolved.

We believe transparent risk does not depress value. Unmanaged, undisclosed, or unfunded risk does.
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6 | The hypothetical $50 million product

The destination establishes exit potential, but the degree of risk mitigation determines how much of that potential
can be recognized in enterprise value today.

Assume a proprietary companion-animal therapeutic can credibly reach $50 million in annual sales at an 80%
product gross margin. At maturity, $40 million of gross profit remains before commercial infrastructure, R&D,
overhead, tax, and working capital costs.

Available public references place mature animal-health enterprise values around 2.6 times median revenue, with
selected animal-health M&A averaging approximately 3.7 times revenue and premium public assets trading higher.
This supports a conventional commercial reference of approximately $150 million to $200 million and a premium
strategic range of approximately $200 million to $300 million. The top end requires the right facts: durable IP, an
attractive label, credible growth, scarcity, pipeline or platform value, and buyer-specific synergies.

Important distinction: $300 million is a credible strategic destination, not an automatic valuation at
approval. Before launch evidence, commercial execution remains a material risk.

Figure 2. lllustrative enterprise-value progression as risk is mitigated

$150-300M+

$75-150M+

$25-50M
$10-25M

University
idea

Approved / Strategic
launch ready exit

Foundation Species POC Path ready

Figure 2 shows illustrative enterprise-value reference ranges at successive evidence positions. Table 6 below addresses a
different question: the illustrative capital needed to fund the work between those positions. The two are related conceptually, but
capital invested does not translate dollar-for-dollar into enterprise value.
Table 6. lllustrative capital required to move between value-inflection points

ILLUSTRATIVE

TRANSITION CAPITAL RISK-MITIGATION OBJECTIVE

Idea to Investable Foundation $0.5-1.5M Secure the foundation and produce a credible target-species plan.
Inves.table Foundation to Target- $1.5-5M Deliver target-species signal, dose/regimen, and tolerability evidence.
Species Proof

Target-Species Proof to $5-15M Resolve agency, pivotal-design, CMC, stability, timeline, and budget
Development Path Ready uncertainty.

Development Path Ready to $10-25M+ Complete decisive technical work and prepare supply, launch, or
Approval and Market Ready transaction.

The $0.5 million to $5 million range is particularly important because it can move a credible concept from an idea through
Investable Foundation and on to Target-Species Proof. Raising a much larger amount at inception may be justified in some
programs, but it prices more capital at the point of greatest uncertainty. Conversely, underfunding the decisive experiment
creates activity without materially reducing uncertainty.

Both the enterprise-value ranges in Figures 1 and 2 and the illustrative capital bands in Table 6 are directional and may
overlap. A critical risk can hold enterprise value below an indicated range; unusually strong evidence or strategic fit can move
it above.
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7 | Experience reinforced by selected cases
Strong science and informed capital can build credibility in sequence.

Our collective experience on the strategic, M&A, investment-advisory, and company-development sides, reinforced
by recent work with early animal-health companies, supports a practical conclusion: identifying and mitigating
material risk is directly relevant to how sophisticated parties assess value. The principle is applicable now, even
though the importance assigned to each risk will vary by company and reviewer.

Rejuvenate Bio: evidence, informed investors, and strategic validation

Rejuvenate Bio provides a useful contemporary example. The company was built around gene-therapy science
originating from Harvard Medical School and the Wyss Institute and advanced that science into a canine mitral-
valve-disease program. It raised more than $10 million in 2021 from investors that included Kendall Capital Partners,
gene-therapy pioneer Dr. Katherine High, KdT Ventures, Digitalis Ventures, and V Capital.

The company then continued to add evidence and external validation. It entered a canine mitral valve disease
(MVD) development and commercialization collaboration with Phibro in 2022, publicly presented pilot canine data in
2023 showing a delay in disease progression and a favorable safety profile, and later entered another animal-health
development collaboration. In 2026, Rejuvenate Bio closed a $6 million financing led by VCapital with participation
from Merck Animal Health, Kendall Capital Partners, Connecticut Innovations, and Digitalis, alongside a strategic
R&D collaboration with Merck Animal Health.

The lesson is not that strong science removes every risk or makes fundraising easy. Gene therapy retains
meaningful development, regulatory, manufacturing, and commercial uncertainty. The relevant pattern is that
credible science, target-species evidence, experienced investors capable of evaluating that science, and strategic
engagement can reinforce one another. Each step makes the next financing or partnership discussion more
informed and potentially more efficient.

Science creates the opportunity. Evidence makes the risk understandable.

The same pattern appears in other public histories. PetMedix built a species-specific antibody platform, team,
facilities, and pipeline before raising $37 million to move toward clinical development and was later acquired by
Zoetis. Invetx combined species-specific technology with integrated development and manufacturing capability,
advanced into a canine field study, raised follow-on capital, and was later acquired by Dechra. In each case, the
round name explains less than the capabilities and evidence assembled between rounds.

These examples illustrate the risk-mitigation principle; they are not presented as a valuation formula or as proof that technical
progress always produces a higher valuation.
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8 | From framework to repeatable process
A standardized risk approach must be simple enough to use at every financing decision.

The objective is not to calculate valuation by adding ten scores. The process should define the next value-inflection
point, identify the most material risks to reaching it, and connect the proposed use of funds to evidence-generating
work. Management can use the scorecard independently; external assessment is valuable when shared but is not
required. The detailed development plan and budget remain separate.

Six-step implementation
Table 7. Six-step implementation process
STEP REQUIRED ACTION DOCUMENTED OUTPUT

Define the next value-inflection point and ' Target evidence and the financing, development or strategic decision

1 . . o
intended decision. it is intended to support.

Current evidence, unresolved questions, and responsible owner for

2 Complete the ten-risk inventory. each risk

Score remaining risk today, relative to the defined next decision, with

3 | Complete the team self-assessment. ) . .
concise evidence-based rationale.

If the investor/BD reviewer shares scores, identify agreed high risks
and gaps of two or more points. If not, record stated questions and
requirements without inferring a score.

Compare external scoring or feedback
when available.

Work package, budget, timeline, acceptance criteria, dependencies,

Link financing directl mitigation work. . .
5 ancing directly to mitigation wo and redirect or stop conditions.

Evidence achieved, residual risks, updated alignment and the next
decision now supported. Redefine the scoring objective as the
company advances.

Re-score and prepare for the next
decision.

The completed record should fit into the company's investment materials and diligence file. A reader should be able
to trace a straight line from unresolved risk to funded work, to an objective acceptance criterion, to the next financing
or strategic decision. Experienced animal-health advisers, including Brakke Consulting, can help management
teams challenge the assumptions, apply the scoring consistently, and translate the result into an executable
development and capital plan.

Conclusion

If implemented consistently, this framework should lead to better-structured capital raises for animal-health
innovation and clearer assessments for investors. It will not make fundamentally weak opportunities investable, but
it should help credible companies explain why they are investable now, what remains uncertain, and what the
proposed capital can reasonably achieve.

A common risk language may also help extend informed participation beyond today’s limited pool of specialized
animal-health angels and venture investors. Generalist investors will still require appropriate expertise and
diligence, but a transparent definition of the value-inflection point, a practical risk taxonomy, and an associated
scorecard can make the opportunity and its limits more understandable without concealing risk behind market
size or stage terminology.

Over time, using the same approach across opportunities can help bridge the early funding gap and create a
healthier investment ecosystem: one that educates participants, records what capital was intended to accomplish,
learns from outcomes, and gives successful investors a reason to return for subsequent opportunities rather than
treating each animal-health investment as a one-off event.

A common risk language cannot remove uncertainty. It can make uncertainty understandable,
financeable, and capable of being reduced through a rigorously defined use of capital.
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Sources and methods

Evidence base and limitations

This white paper presents an expert framework supported by selected public information and supplied industry
materials; it is not a statistical valuation study. Public financing amounts, preferred-share prices, enterprise values,
revenue multiples, and transaction consideration measure different things. Private-company valuations were not

inferred when they were not disclosed.

Regulatory architecture
1. U.S. Food and Drug Administration, “The Journey of an Animal Drug through the Approval Process.” fda.gov
2. USDA APHIS, Veterinary Biologics, licensing requirements for purity, safety, potency, and efficacy. aphis.usda.gov

Industry context
3. Brakke Consulting, 2026 Animal Health Industry Overview, supplied presentation, including the animal-health
capital-market gap and indicative pre-POC, POC, post-POC, and commercial valuation/funding bands.

4. Cascadia Capital, Pet Industry Overview, Winter 2025-2026, pp. 23 and 30; Capital 1Q/PitchBook data as of
November 30, 2025. Supplied report.

Selected company histories

5. Rejuvenate Bio: 2021 financing over $10M; Wyss Institute company background; Phibro collaboration; canine
MVD data; 2026 financing and Merck Animal Health R&D collaboration. 2021 financing | Wyss background |
Phibro collaboration | canine data | 2026 financing

6. PetMedix / Cambridge Innovation Capital: 2019 £8M financing and company background; 2021 $37M
financing; Zoetis acquisition disclosure. background | 2021 financing | acquisition

7. Invetx: $25.5M 2020 financing; first canine clinical field study; $60.5M 2022 financing; Dechra acquisition
agreement up to $520M. 2020 financing | canine study | 2022 financing | acquisition

Drafting convention: statements about risk mitigation are the authors' interpretations of publicly described facts and
professional experience. The scorecard, value-inflection points, investor or strategic thresholds, capital needs, and valuation
bands are proposed tools for company-specific discussion, not automatic valuation outputs.
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https://www.fda.gov/animal-veterinary/animal-health-literacy/idea-marketplace-journey-animal-drug-through-approval-process
https://www.dechra.com/invetx-acquisition
https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20220510005369/en/Invetx-Announces-Oversubscribed-Series-B-Financing-of-$60.5-Million-to-Advance-Portfolio-of-Best-in-Class-Veterinary-Biotherapeutics
https://investors.twistbioscience.com/news-releases/news-release-details/twist-bioscience-expands-partnership-invetx-include-discovery
https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20200930005118/en/Invetx-Announces-Completion-of-$25.5-Million-Series-A-Financing-and-Key-Appointments-to-Executive-Team
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1555280/000155528023000205/zts-20230630.htm
https://www.cic.vc/petmedix-raises-37m-series-b/
https://www.cic.vc/petmedix-bringing-antibody-therapies-to-cats-and-dogs/
https://rejuvenatebio.com/press-releases/rejuvenate-bio-announces-6-million-financing-and-strategic-rampd-collaboration-with-merck-animal-health
https://www.dvm360.com/view/gene-therapy-demonstrates-benefit-to-dogs-with-myxomatous-mitral-valve-disease
https://investors.pahc.com/press-releases/press-release-details/2022/Phibro-Animal-Health-Corporation-and-Rejuvenate-Bio-Announce-Agreement-to-Develop-Gene-Therapy-for-Mitral-Valve-Disease-in-Canines/default.aspx
https://wyss.harvard.edu/news/rejuvenate-bio-launches-to-help-dogs-live-longer-healthier-lives/
https://rejuvenatebio.com/press-releases/series
https://www.aphis.usda.gov/veterinary-biologics/license-new-applicants
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Appendix | Risk-to-Value Scorecard Template

Define the next value-inflection point before attempting to score risks. Assess the remaining risks relative to your
next inflection point objective. Management may use the form alone (internal assessment); external assessments
are useful when available (investors, business development teams)

Next value-inflection point Rationale

Date/Enterprise-Value/Stage

Risk Scoring: | 0: Absent | 1: Low | 2: Moderate | 3: High | 4: Unacceptable (stated next decision point) |.

RISK Internal Score Extern:al Score Rationale
(optional)

IP and control

Team and governance
Scientific rationale
Product definition
Target-species POC
Safety and dose
Regulatory path

CMC and supply
Time and capital

Market and strategic fit

Prioritize identifying the evidence needed to mitigate key risks affecting progress to next value inflection point.
A shared score of 3 or 4 highlights a high-priority risk that needs to be addressed.

An alignment gap of two or more points merits discussion and clarification.
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