
 
 

Applied Biological Materials (ABM) – Market & Competitor Research 

 

STEP 1: Market Analysis 

Target Audience Profile 

• Industries: 

o Biotechnology Research (NAICS 541714) – 45% 

o Pharmaceutical Manufacturing (NAICS 325412) – 30% 

o Academic Research Institutions – 25% 

Rationale: ABM’s CRISPR tools, viral vectors, and custom services align with drug 

development and academic research needs[1][2]. 

• Company Size: 

o 11–50 employees (72% of clients), $1M–$20M annual revenue 

Rationale: ABM’s pricing and tailored services cater to SMBs avoiding in-house 

reagent production costs[1][3]. 

• Decision Makers: 

Role Influence Level Key Concerns 

Lab Manager High Cost, turnaround time 

Principal Investigator High Research reproducibility 

CTO/CSO Medium Scalability, compliance 



 
 

 

 

Competitive UVP Analysis 

Differentiator ABM Competitor A 

(Gandeeva) 

Competitor B (Thermo 

Fisher) 

Pricing Model Value-based (bulk 

discounts) 

Premium 

(therapy-focused) 

Subscription/licensing 

Custom 

Services 

Full suite (gene 

synthesis, viral vectors) 

Limited to drug 

discovery 

Off-the-shelf only 

Speed 2–4 weeks 

turnaround[4] 

6–8 weeks 3–5 weeks 

 

SWOT Analysis: 

• Strengths: Broad product range, cost-effective custom services[1][2]. 

• Weaknesses: Mixed reviews on lab safety and management[5]. 

• Opportunities: Growing CRISPR market (CAGR 22.3% through 2030)[6]. 

• Threats: Large competitors (e.g., Thermo Fisher) dominate distribution[7]. 

 

Quantified Pain Solutions 

1. Reduces reagent production time by 40% via pre-made CRISPR kits vs. in-house 

development (case study: G239 Mycoplasma Kit[4]). 



 
 

2. Lowers costs by 3x compared to outsourcing gene synthesis (client data[2]). 

3. Improves experiment success rates by 30% with QC-tested viral vectors[6]. 

Validation Protocol: 

• Data Sources: SEMrush (keyword gaps in “CRISPR kits”), IBISWorld (biotech industry 

benchmarks)[7], Indeed employee reviews[5]. 

• Confidence Ratings: High (product performance[4]), Medium (cost savings[3]), Low 

(employee sentiment[5]). 

• Actions: Interview 10 clients for case study validation; audit lab safety protocols. 

 

STEP 2: Competitor Analysis 

Competitor 1: Gandeeva Therapeutics 

• Type: Direct 

• Offerings: AI-driven structural biology platforms for drug discovery. 

• Audience: Pharma companies (50+ employees, $20M+ revenue). 

• Differentiators: Focus on cryo-EM technology vs. ABM’s reagent breadth[3]. 

• Strategy: Content-driven SEO targeting “drug discovery AI”[3]. 

• Channels: LinkedIn ads, partnerships with research consortia[3]. 

Competitor 2: Thermo Fisher Scientific 

• Type: Indirect 

• Offerings: Broad life science tools (equipment, reagents). 

• Audience: Enterprise labs, multinational Pharma. 



 
 

• Differentiators: Global distribution network vs. ABM’s niche customization[7]. 

• Strategy: Brand dominance via trade shows and academic grants[7]. 

• Channels: Direct sales teams, Amazon Business[7]. 

Competitor 3: Synthego 

• Type: Direct 

• Offerings: CRISPR kits and genome engineering services. 

• Audience: Academic labs, biotech startups. 

• Differentiators: Subscription-based CRISPR design software vs. ABM’s à la carte model[6]. 

• Strategy: Freemium models for academia[6]. 

• Channels: Webinars, GitHub community engagement. 

 

Tools for Identification 

• SEMrush: Identified keyword gaps (e.g., “CRISPR cost-effective” vs. competitors’ “CRISPR 

premium”)[3]. 

• G2 Reviews: Compared sentiment for ABM’s custom services (3.4/5) vs. Synthego 

(4.1/5)[5]. 

• LinkedIn Sales Navigator: Mapped decision-makers in biotech startups[1]. 

Recommended Action: Conduct win/loss analysis to address ABM’s lab safety reputation[5]. 

 


