ROUTE CONSULTING - CASE EXAMPLE

Case Example: Aligning Brand,
Launch, and Field Execution Under
Tight Timelines

An anonymized case example showing how a structured commercial approach
can improve alignment across strategy, launch planning, messaging, and field
activation under tight timelines.

Note: This is a composite, anonymized example inspired by common biotech commercialization
challenges. It is designed to illustrate how strategic alignment can improve launch readiness and
execution without disclosing client-specific information.

In biotech, launch challenges rarely come from a lack of effort. More often, they come from
too many important activities happening at once without enough strategic integration. That
matters because stronger launch performance depends on building key capabilities early,
especially across medical, market access, and analytics, and then using those capabilities
to shape commercial decisions before launch day arrives.

This case example reflects a common situation for emerging biotech companies preparing
for a first or early launch in a specialty category.

Situation

A biotech company was approaching launch for a specialty asset in a competitive market
with meaningful clinical interest, but also significant uncertainty around access, stakeholder
prioritization, and execution readiness. Internally, the organization was energized.
Externally, however, the market environment was more demanding than the team's early
planning assumptions reflected.

Brand strategy, launch planning, and field readiness were all moving forward, but not yet in
a fully coordinated way. Different teams were working hard against overlapping timelines,
yet they were not always working from the same commercial logic. The brand narrative was
directionally strong, but it was being interpreted differently across leadership, marketing,
field, and market access.
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Launch planning was detailed, but the plan contained too many parallel priorities and not
enough clarity about sequencing. Field readiness discussions were underway, but there
was still uncertainty about how the core story would hold up in real customer conversations
once payer restrictions, site-of-care realities, and stakeholder objections entered the
picture.

Challenge

Leadership was not looking for more activity. It needed more coherence.

Three problems were creating risk. First, the brand story was not yet durable enough. The
positioning resonated internally, but it had not been pressure-tested thoroughly against
access realities, competitor response, and the practical needs of field execution. Second,
launch workstreams were not sufficiently prioritized. Teams had strong plans, but the
organization was carrying too many simultaneous decisions without enough clarity on
which choices had to be made now versus later. Third, field activation risk was rising. The
commercial team needed a launch approach that field, medical, and access stakeholders
could all reinforce consistently.

Approach

1 Pressure-test the commercial strategy. The first step was to evaluate whether the
existing strategy could withstand real market conditions. That meant surfacing the key
assumptions behind the launch plan and testing them across competitive differentiation,
payer and access resistance, stakeholder adoption barriers, execution feasibility, and
metrics and decision triggers.

2 Clarify the brand narrative and message hierarchy. The team refined the core brand
story so that it could be used consistently across leadership materials, field pull-through,
and market access conversations. The goal was not to create more messaging. It was
to create a stronger center of gravity.

3 Align launch priorities across functions. The launch agenda was simplified into a
smaller set of high-priority workstreams with clear owners, dependencies, and decision
points. This created better visibility into where cross-functional coordination was
essential and where sequencing needed to change.

4 Strengthen field readiness through practical pull-through. Rather than treating field
readiness as training alone, the team focused on whether customer-facing teams could
confidently explain the brand story, navigate predictable objections, and reinforce the
same strategic priorities across interactions.
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Outcome

Because this is a composite example, the outcomes are directional rather than numerical.
The impact was not that every launch challenge disappeared. It was that the organization
became more coordinated, more decisive, and more commercially ready.

The company moved from parallel planning to a clearer launch operating rhythm.
Leadership had better visibility into which decisions mattered most. The brand story
became more consistent across functions. Field readiness improved because the narrative
was easier to use and better aligned with market realities. And the launch team had a more
practical structure for identifying risks early and adjusting quickly as real-world feedback
emerged.

What made the difference

e tighter prioritization

e clearer decision rights

e stronger narrative discipline

e better alignment between strategy and execution

In other words, the launch became easier to manage because the commercial story
became easier to act on.

Final takeaway

For biotech leaders, one of the most important launch questions is not whether the
organization is busy. It is whether the organization is aligned around a strategy that can
survive market reality. When brand, launch, and field execution are built from the same
commercial logic, teams can move faster with less confusion and more resilience under
pressure.
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