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Abstract: In order to improve pharmaceutical industry R&.D success rate, studies have been reported on

the analysis of physicochemical properties of experimental and approved drugs. Some general trends have

been found from these studies on how physicochemical properties impact compounds”’drug-like properties.
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Fig. 1 Reasons for unsuccessful drug R&D
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Fig. 2 Fraction of compounds with a rat oral bioavailability of 20%

or greater as function of molecular weight and rotatable bond

count (nrot)
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Table 1 Mean aromatic ring count in compounds in the GSK piperline
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Table 2 Mean aromatic ring count in compounds in the GSK piperline
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Table 3 Observed odds for toxicity versus clogP/TPSA
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