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Dear Chair

Business and Trade Sub-Committee on Economic Security, Arms and Export Controls – Critical Minerals Inquiry Cornish Lithium plc  - Call for Evidence Response

Cornish Lithium welcomes the Sub-Committee’s inquiry into critical minerals. The following is submitted in response to the call for evidence. We would be happy to expand on any aspect of the response and look forward to further engagement with the Sub-Committee as it develops its report on this strategically important subject.

Overview
The importance of critical minerals to the UK’s economic prosperity and resilience was brought into clear focus by the recently published UK Gigafactory Commission report from which this quote is extracted:
‘Batteries are no longer just a tech issue or an energy issue – they are a national strategic imperative. The UK cannot afford to remain dependent on foreign supply chains for such a vital component of our economic and energy future.’ 
Lord Hutton of Furness Chair of the UK Gigafactory Commission
The Government’s new critical minerals strategy is oriented in recognition that the UK cannot secure resilient supply chains through imports alone, however that this must also be balanced against the reality that the UK cannot source everything domestically. The UK has a role to play in securing what is onshore as part of an overall resilience model. This includes domestic production, processing, recycling, finance, diplomacy and industrial resilience all need to work together. The UK now needs sharper prioritisation, stronger midstream policy, clearer milestones, faster permitting, better data, and more credible demand-side tools.
Context
· Which critical minerals are the most important to the UK’s national priorities today? Where are the vulnerabilities in these supply chains?
The UK could consider prioritising minerals according to national use cases rather than rely only on a single static ‘criticality’ label. In practical terms, three groups matter most. First are battery and electrification minerals: lithium, natural and synthetic graphite, nickel, cobalt and copper, because they underpin EVs, batteries, electricity networks and wider electrification. Second are magnet, semiconductor and advanced manufacturing minerals such as rare earth elements, tungsten and antimony, because they are important for semiconductors, magnets, aerospace, electronics and defence-related applications. Third are specialist industrial minerals where UK capability matters for aerospace, chemicals, clean energy and high-value manufacturing. This broad prioritisation is consistent with the Government’s growth minerals list and with the Industrial Strategy’s treatment of critical minerals as a foundational input across the UK’s eight priority sectors.
The main vulnerability is not simply geological scarcity. It is concentrated mining and, especially, concentrated refining and processing. The IEA reports that, from 2020 to 2024, the average share of the top three refining countries across key energy-transition minerals rose from 82% to 86%, and 90% of supply growth came from the single leading supplier country in each market. China remains the leading refiner for 19 of 20 strategic minerals assessed by the IEA, with an average market share of around 60% in lithium and even higher stats in rare earth separation and refining.
· How are the mineral needs of UK industry likely to evolve over the next 10-20 years?
Over the next 10-20 years, UK mineral demand is likely to shift from being mainly a function of conventional manufacturing to being increasingly driven by electrification, grid expansion, defence, semiconductors and circular economy infrastructure. The Government’s own technical annex points to very large increases in UK demand by 2035 for minerals such as copper, graphite, lithium, nickel, rare earths and silicon, while noting that defence demand is not yet fully captured in those estimates. The strategy also states that UK demand for copper is expected to almost double by 2035, and lithium demand to rise by around 1,100%.
 Lithium illustrates the UK’s wider critical minerals challenge. Although mining supply has diversified somewhat, strategic dependence remains concentrated in the refining and battery-material stages, where China continues to dominate. That exposure is heightened by the widening scope of export controls: recent measures have not only affected critical minerals trade more broadly, but have also extended to lithium-related processing and battery cathode technologies. For the UK, the implication is clear: resilience in lithium supply will depend less on access to mined material alone, and more on securing diversified refining, chemical conversion and battery-material capacity outside single-country dependence.
Ambitions and delivery
· To what extent are the priorities set out in the Government’s critical minerals strategy the right ones?
The Government’s broad priorities are positively aligned. The two core objectives in Critical Minerals: Vision 2035: 1) optimising domestic production and 2) building resilient UK and global supply networks, should remain the backbone of policy. The addition of a growth minerals list is also welcome, because it captures materials such as copper that may not always score as ‘critical’ in a narrow sense but are nevertheless essential for the energy transition and advanced industry.
· The new Critical Minerals Strategy sets targets for domestic production, domestic lithium production, recycling, and supply chain diversification. Do these targets reflect the right level of ambition?
Cornish Lithium is signed up to contributing its effort share of the current targets in terms of domestic lithium production. By 2035 the strategy aims for at least 10% of annual UK demand to be met through domestic production, at least 50,000 tonnes of lithium to be produced domestically, 20% of annual demand to be met through recycling, and no more than 60% of aggregate annual demand to come from any one country. Those are meaningful goals, but they are less developed than the EU’s Critical Raw Materials Act, which sets 2030 targets for 10% extraction, 40% processing and 25% recycling, alongside a 65% cap on dependency on any single third country and a much stronger delivery architecture around permitting, monitoring and strategic projects. The UK also currently produces only around 6% of its critical mineral needs domestically, so progress will require more than incremental change.
The biggest weakness in the UK target framework is the absence of a clear midstream processing target. In strategic terms, processing and refining are often more important than extraction because that is where concentration, value capture and industrial capability sit. Without a stronger policy for midstream capacity, the UK risks expanding upstream activity while remaining dependent on external processors for strategically sensitive stages. The 2024 Task & Finish Group on industry resilience made this point clearly in recommending stronger support for a UK midstream economy, alongside better data and material-flow transparency.
· Are the measures set out in the strategy enough to deliver these targets? What further measures, if any, would strengthen its impact?
Accelerating domestic production requires targeted action to address the primary barrier facing UK projects: investment uncertainty caused by commodity price volatility. While long-term demand for minerals such as lithium is strong, current prices reflect short-term market conditions and are insufficient to support investment in new supply, particularly in higher-cost jurisdictions like the UK. This creates a “missing money” problem, where projects are delayed despite clear strategic need.
Government should therefore prioritise:
· Time-limited price certainty mechanisms to provide downside protection during periods of low prices, enabling projects to reach final investment decision (FID); 
· Policy clarity aligned to investment timelines, particularly ahead of FID, to avoid capital being redirected overseas; 
· Coordination across the value chain, linking upstream production with processing and downstream demand. 
More broadly, there is a need to move from strategic ambition to practical delivery mechanisms that unlock investment under current market conditions. Without intervention, the UK risks continued reliance on imports and missing the window to establish domestic production capacity.

· Are the funding arrangements adequate? What further measures, if any, would strengthen delivery?
Current funding arrangements support certain elements of early-stage activity but are not sufficient to unlock investment in new production, which is the key delivery challenge.
The primary gap is not capital availability in principle, but revenue uncertainty, which increases the cost of capital and delays final investment decisions. As a result, projects may struggle to progress despite strong long-term demand.
To strengthen delivery, Government should consider:
· Time-limited price certainty mechanisms to address downside price risk; 
· Greater use of coordinated offtake and financing structures to anchor demand; 
· Ensuring funding is aligned with project timelines, particularly ahead of FID. 
Funding should focus on crowding in private investment, rather than replacing it, as seen with the two phases of National Wealth Fund investment in Cornish Lithium that was instrumental in crowding in private investment from both UK and US funds. Such support should be targeted at enabling commercially viable projects to proceed under current market conditions.
· How should the Government evaluate and monitor its progress?
Progress should be measured against delivery outcomes, rather than inputs or funding allocated.
Key indicators could include:
· Domestic production capacity (e.g. tonnes of lithium carbonate equivalent delivered); 
· Projects reaching final investment decision (FID); 
· Private capital mobilised, reflecting successful crowding-in of investment; 
· Development of midstream and downstream capabilities, including processing and manufacturing. 

Monitoring should also assess whether interventions are effectively addressing the investment barrier caused by price volatility, rather than simply supporting activity.
A clear framework linking policy interventions to investment outcomes and supply chain resilience will be critical to ensure that strategy translates into delivery.
· What can the UK learn from the implementation of similar strategies in other countries?
A key lesson from other countries is the importance of aligning policy with investment realities.
Jurisdictions such as the United States and the EU have combined strategic ambition with practical mechanisms, including:
· Financial support linked to project delivery; 
· Measures to de-risk investment, including grants, loans and emerging price support mechanisms; 
· Strong coordination across the full value chain, from extraction to mid-stream processing and manufacturing. 
A further lesson is the need to act at sufficient scale and speed to influence investment decisions. Where support is delayed or fragmented, capital tends to flow to jurisdictions offering greater certainty.
For the UK, this highlights the importance of targeted, time-bound interventions that unlock near-term projects while building long-term capability.
The domestic supply chain
· What are the primary barriers to expanding domestic UK extraction, processing and recycling?
The primary barriers to expanding domestic extraction, processing and recycling are now well understood: energy costs, grid access, slow and uncertain planning and environmental approvals, weak midstream capability, fragmented recycling economics, and shortages of risk capital and technical skills. The strategy itself recognises these barriers, and the evidence base on industry resilience reaches similar conclusions.
· What further action is needed to accelerate domestic production?
Accelerating domestic production requires targeted action to address the primary barrier facing UK projects: investment uncertainty driven by commodity price volatility.
While long-term demand for minerals such as lithium is strong, current prices reflect short-term market conditions and do not support investment in new supply, particularly in higher-cost jurisdictions like the UK. This creates a “missing money” problem, delaying projects despite clear strategic need.
Government should prioritise:
· Time-limited price certainty mechanisms to provide downside protection and enable projects to reach final investment decision (FID); 
· Policy clarity aligned to investment timelines, particularly ahead of FID, to prevent capital being redirected overseas; 
· Coordination across the value chain, linking production, processing and downstream demand. 
There is a need to move from strategic ambition to practical delivery mechanisms that unlock investment under current market conditions. Without intervention, the UK risks continued import dependence and missing the window to establish domestic production capacity.

· How should the Government target its support to domestic firms? Should it prioritise particular minerals, regions, or parts of the supply chain?
Government support should be targeted where market failures are most acute and where intervention can unlock new supply.
Priority should be given to minerals that are:
· strategically important (e.g. lithium for EV and BESS battery manufacturing, advanced manufacturing applications  and defence), 
· subject to supply concentration, and 
· affected by price volatility that delays investment. 

Support should focus on regions with:
· proven resource potential, 
· projects nearing commercialisation, and 
· capacity to anchor wider economic development. 
For example, Cornwall represents a significant opportunity for domestic lithium production and regional growth.
Intervention should prioritise:
· Exploration to establish scale of potential resource base
· upstream production, where the investment barrier is greatest; 
· midstream processing, to reduce reliance on overseas refining; 
· linkages to downstream demand, including batteries and advanced manufacturing. 
Support should be time-limited and conditional, fiscally disciplined, and designed to crowd in private capital, not replace it. The focus should be on enabling new capacity, rather than supporting existing production alone.
· How should the UK use R&D and innovation to strengthen supply chains? What role should the Government play in supporting this?
R&D and innovation are important for strengthening supply chains but must be linked to commercial deployment.
R&D should focus on:
· improving extraction and processing technologies, particularly lower-carbon methods; 
· recycling and circular economy approaches, including recovery of critical minerals; 
· standardisation and product qualification, such as internationally recognised lithium specifications. 
Government could play a role in:
· supporting early-stage innovation and demonstration projects; 
· enabling collaboration between industry, academia and finance; 
· promoting common standards, which improve market transparency and buyer confidence. 
However, innovation alone is not sufficient. There is a risk that strong UK R&D capability does not translate into domestic production if projects cannot reach final investment decision. R&D policy should therefore be complemented by measures that enable scale-up and capital intensive development at commercial scale (welcome features of the Drive 35 programme) enhancing access to private sector debt and equity finance, offtake arrangements and, where appropriate, price certainty mechanisms. Taken together, this approach can support both near-term project delivery and long-term competitiveness in critical mineral supply chains.
Industrial resilience
· Are the UK’s assessments of mineral “criticality” adequately integrated into wider industrial policy? What measures, if any, could improve public-private collaboration?
The UK has improved its assessment of criticality, but integration into wider industrial policy is still incomplete. The Industrial Strategy now recognises critical minerals as a foundational input, which is positive. However, criticality analysis is still not fully translated into sector-specific resilience plans for defence, semiconductors, automotive, aerospace, energy equipment and advanced manufacturing. Public-private collaboration would improve if Government moved from general consultation to structured joint planning by sector, including shared demand forecasts, disruption scenarios, and agreed priorities for substitution, stockpiling and diversification.
· What measures, if any, are required to encourage supply chain diversification amongst UK firms?
Encouraging supply chain diversification requires addressing both investment risk and market structure.
UK firms are currently constrained not by lack of demand, but by price volatility and uncertainty, which discourages investment in new and alternative sources of supply. As a result, firms continue to rely on established, lower-cost and often more concentrated international supply chains.
To support diversification, Government should:
· Enable new domestic and allied supply through mechanisms that reduce downside price risk and unlock investment; 
· Support midstream processing capacity, reducing reliance on concentrated refining markets; 
· Facilitate long-term offtake arrangements to provide demand certainty for new entrants. 
· Is the Critical Mineral Strategy’s consideration of “industry-led resilience measures”, such as stockpiling, adequate? What further measures, if any, are needed to strengthen the UK’s approach?
Industry-led resilience measures, including stockpiling, can play a role in addressing short-term supply disruptions, but are not sufficient on their own to deliver long-term supply security.
Stockpiling improves resilience at the margin but does not address the underlying investment challenge facing new supply. It ties up capital in inventory and does not directly improve the bankability of domestic projects unless linked to guaranteed offtake.
To strengthen the UK’s approach, Government should complement resilience measures with:
· Mechanisms that support new production, such as time-limited price certainty to address revenue risk; 
· Coordination across the value chain, linking production, processing and demand; 
· Targeted use of stockpiling where it supports clearly defined sovereign needs (e.g. defence). 
A balanced approach is therefore required, combining resilience tools with investment-enabling interventions.
Trade and diversification
· What should be the focus of the international Growth Partnerships announced in the Critical Mineral Strategy?
The international Growth Partnerships should focus on practical outcomes, not additional memoranda of understanding. The most useful partnership model is one that links four things together: facilitating investment in project pipelines in partner countries; UK or allied offtake; finance and insurance; and high ESG and traceability standards. The strategy’s own approach already points in this direction through supply-chain collaboration, offtake facilitation, finance and trade tools.
· Are there any “lighthouse projects” the UK should pursue with its international partners?
Domestic mining of UK lithium and other UK based critical minerals, for example in Cornwall, is and should continue to be the focus “lighthouse projects” that combine domestic mining with domestic processing and refining. The strategic opportunity with the demand aggregation platform being developed by the Department of Business and Trade is not extraction alone, but building an integrated UK lithium supply chain that captures more value onshore and reduces dependence on highly concentrated overseas midstream capacity. Government support should therefore prioritise both Cornish production and the midstream infrastructure needed to turn that resource into a genuine national advantage.
· How should the UK coordinate its efforts with, and contribute to, multilateral initiatives: (a) the US led Pax Silica, (b) the EU’s RESourceEU Action Plan, (c) the G7 Critical Minerals Action Plan, and (d) the Canada led Critical Minerals Production Alliance?
In multilateral coordination, the UK should be pragmatic. With the EU’s RESourceEU agenda and the Critical Raw Materials Act, it should align stress-testing, traceability and strategic-project cooperation, while learning from the EU’s stronger permitting and monitoring architecture. With the G7 Critical Minerals Action Plan, the UK should prioritise coordinated capital mobilisation, standards-based markets, innovation and cooperation with producer countries. With the Canada-led Critical Minerals Production Alliance, it should bring forward bankable projects and use the alliance to pool finance and reduce duplication across allied initiatives.
· How should the UK work with global partners to improve environmental, social and governance standards across the critical mineral sector?
On ESG, the UK could consider making standards part of market access rather than treat them as an add-on. That means traceability, transparent reporting, credible community engagement, and support for local value creation in producer countries. The G7 plan’s emphasis on standards-based markets and the World Bank’s RISE Partnership both point toward this model. UK-backed projects and partnerships should therefore combine finance with governance, infrastructure, workforce development and community benefit, rather than focus narrowly on extraction volumes.
· How should the UK work with development organisations, such as the World Bank, the IMF and the EBRD, to coordinate investment in the critical minerals sector?
The UK could also work more deliberately with development finance institutions and international financial institutions. The World Bank and EBRD are well placed to support infrastructure, regulatory reform, de-risking and responsible project development in partner countries. The G7 Action Plan explicitly points to closer DFI and MDB cooperation and support through the World Bank-led RISE Partnership.
· How should the UK use its strengths in mining finance and metals trading to diversify minerals supply chains?
The UK should use its strengths in mining finance, insurance, legal services and metals trading far more deliberately. London remains a globally important centre for mining finance and hosts the London Metal Exchange, which continues to handle most non-ferrous metals futures business. The UK should use them to create better hedging and pricing tools, support long-term offtake structures, develop traceability-linked premiums where possible, and make London a hub for financing diversified and higher-standard supply chains.
Conclusion
In summary, the UK’s strategy has the right architecture but not yet the full delivery model. The next phase should focus on sharper prioritisation, a much stronger midstream and recycling offer, more assertive finance and demand-side tools, faster permitting, better data, and tightly focused international partnerships. The strategic objective should not be self-sufficiency, which is unrealistic, but resilient interdependence: a UK supply chain position that is more diverse, more bankable, more transparent and more closely tied to the country’s industrial strengths.

Yours truly

	Mike King
Vice President Corporate Affairs
M I +44 (0) 07498057564
m.king@cornishlithium.com
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