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Background

On 21 and 22 June, EU Heads of State and Government met in Brussels to agree what to do about the European Constitution.  After two years of "reflection" following the rejection of the Constitution by the voters of France and the Netherlands, the German Presidency made clear in advance its wish to resurrect the substance of the Constitution but package it as simply an amending Treaty.

The Leader of the Conservative Party, David Cameron, pressed for a referendum in the House of Commons.  He said:

"The Prime Minister has agreed to a transfer of powers from Britain to Brussels without the permission of the British people.  That will be remembered as one of the most flagrant breaches of any of the promises that he has made".  

The Leader of the Conservatives in the European Parliament, Timothy Kirkhope, said:

"The mandate given to the forthcoming intergovernmental conference is in all but name the discredited European Constitution rejected by French and Dutch voters two years ago.  Tony Blair promised a referendum on this Constitution and Gordon Brown must now make good that promise".

Key points to make
· The red lines will fail unless Conservative amendments are accepted
· Blair and Brown have singularly failed to stand up and lead on a different kind of Europe.
· The British national interest is a secondary issue for Blair and Brown - avoiding a referendum is their only shabby objective.
· The new Treaty is the European Constitution in all but name.
· Never forget - Blair and Brown signed up to the original Constitution.
Main Points

1.  The Constitution in all but name   Here is what EU leaders have said about the new Treaty since the Summit.
Bertie Ahern, the Irish Taoiseach, said:  " ... I think all the changes that we've made are all changes for the worse but thankfully they haven't changed the substance - 90 per cent of it is still there".  (Irish Independent 24 June).
Valéry Giscard d’Estaing, the former French president who led the drafting of the original Constitution, told Le Monde the public was being led “to adopt, without knowing it, the proposals that we dare not present to them directly”.  (Financial Times 17 June).

"The text consists, in effect, of a revival of a large part of the substance of the Constitutional Treaty".  (Giscard blog  25 June 2007).
Chancellor Merkel
“The fundamentals of the Constitution have been maintained in large part.  We have renounced everything that makes people think of a state, like the flag and the national anthem".  El Pais (25 June).

German Foreign Minister Frank-Walter Steinmeier

German Foreign Minister Frank-Walter Steinmeier said that the mandate approved by the EU will “preserve the substance of the constitutional treaty".  Agence Europe (25 June)

Spanish Prime Minister Jose Zapatero
"A great part of the content of the European Constitution is captured in the new treaties". El Pais (25 June).

Finland’s Europe Minister Astrid Thors:  “There’s nothing from the original institutional package that has been changed” TV-Nytt, (23 June).


2.  No democratic mandate   

Messrs Blair and Brown have no democratic mandate to transfer powers from Britain to the EU. 
Labour's 2005 General Election manifesto stated:  "We will put it (the EU Constitution) to the British people in a referendum and campaign wholeheartedly for a 'Yes' vote".
Tony Blair stated in 2004:  "What you can't do is have a situation where you get a rejection of the treaty and then you just bring it back with a few amendments and say we will have another go".  (10 Downing Street website 22 April 2004).
This is exactly what Blair and Brown are now doing.  Gordon Brown opened his leadership campaign by promising to "listen and learn".  He can put this into practice now by committing to consult the British people in a referendum as the Labour Government promised.
What has Tony Blair signed up to?
· A new EU President  This will be a powerful new figure who will chair EU summits, drive forward the EU agenda and take the lead on foreign policy.  There is no veto on his appointment.  In response to a question on the issue of the EU President and Foreign Minister, the former Foreign Secretary, Jack Straw said:  "Those points are central to the European constitutional treaty, and of course I see no prospect of their being brought into force, save through the vehicle of a constitutional treaty".  (Hansard 6 June 2005, Col 1001).
· New powers for the EU in foreign policy  Most of the EU's new powers under the EU Constitution are in the new Treaty.  There will be an EU Foreign Minister in all but name.  The 'High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy' will chair meetings of foreign ministers and have at his disposal a new EU diplomatic service which will set up EU embassies.
The Government failed to secure legally binding safeguards to ensure that the EU's new foreign policy powers do not replace our own foreign policy rights.

· The EU and criminal law  There has been a major shift of power over criminal law.  From now on, criminal law will no longer be strictly intergovernmental with limited jurisdiction for the European Court of Justice.  The Court will now have full jurisdiction over EU legislation that the UK has already signed up to under Tony Blair - for example, the European Arrest Warrant.  The Foreign Secretary, Margaret Beckett, has accepted this is a significant shift in powers.  She said:  "Such a proposal (moving the criminal law from the third pillar to the first pillar) would be indeed a major change".  (Evidence to the European Scrutiny Committee 7 June 2007).
This is now in the draft Treaty despite Tony Blair saying only days before the Summit:   " ... we will not agree to give up our ability to control our common law and judicial and police system".   (Hansard 20 June 2007 Col 1404).
· The EU will have a Single Legal Personality   This will mean that the EU is now enabled to sign Treaties in its own right.  Formerly, only the European Community had legal personality.  The EU has thus gained the right to sign Treaties on any area of foreign and home policy.  In addition, the EU now has the legal status to join international organisations in its own right.  This is a prerequisite of statehood.
When the Constitution was first negotiated, Peter Hain MP (the Government's representative at the drafting convention), put forward the following amendment:  "We can only accept a single legal personality for the Union if the special arrangements for CSFP and some aspects of JHA are protected".  No such protection has been secured by the Government in the draft text of the new Treaty.
· The Charter of Fundamental Rights   The new Treaty gives the Charter legal status, something which Tony Blair said would categorically not happen.  He said:  " ... it (the Charter) should not have legal status, and we do not intend it to".  (Hansard 11 December 2000 Col 254).
The Government has secured an exemption saying that UK law will not be affected, but this may not apply to EU law.  Some legal experts have cast doubt on whether this will work.  Professor Jacques Ziller of the European University Institute in Florence said that the idea of one country opting out of the Charter was "nonsense" and would quickly be challenged in the courts.  (European Voice 31 May 2007).
It was reported in the press this week that a leaked legal opinion prepared by the Legal Adviser to the Commons European Scrutiny Committee, Michael Carpenter, states that "all the significant changes made in the constitutional treaty have been reintroduced in one form or another".   Mr Carpenter questioned the claim by Tony Blair that the Charter of Fundamental Rights will not extend the ability of the European Court of Justice to challenge British laws.   He said: "This is a high standard to set, and I doubt if what appears to have been agreed secures this result".  The Charter, it is said, could have an indirect impact on UK law, if the Court gave a ruling on the Charter's implementation of EU law in another member state, which would differ from UK laws. The leaked document also said that Blair's safeguards on Britain's foreign policy "may turn out to be meaningless".

· Loss of the British veto   The Prime Minister has agreed to giving up the British veto in another 50-60 areas of policy, some of them very significant - including energy, transport, employment law and the new EU diplomatic service. 
· A new 'ratchet' clause  The new Treaty contains a new ratchet clause that allows more vetoes to be surrendered in the future without the requirement for any further treaties.
· Undermining free competition  Tony Blair was outmanoeuvred by the French on the crucial issue of the importance the EU attaches to free and unfettered competition.  Previously this was a major objective of the EU and something that was in the British national interest.  Now, the issue has been relegated to a protocol annexed to the new Treaty, demonstrating that the forces of protectionism have been given a major boost.
How can the red lines be strengthened?

The red lines on which the Government bases its case against a referendum are crumbling. Timothy Kirkhope has called for two specific changes: 

(1)
A form of words intended to stop the Charter from affecting the UK 

PROTOCOL (No 7) ON THE APPLICATION OF THE CHARTER OF FUNDAMENTAL RIGHTS TO POLAND AND TO THE UNITED KINGDOM
Article 1 

1. Notwithstanding other provisions in the Treaties or Union law generally, the Charter does not extend the ability of the Court of Justice of the European Union, or any court or tribunal of Poland or of the United Kingdom, to find that the laws, regulations or administrative provisions, practices or action of Poland or of the United Kingdom are inconsistent with the fundamental rights, freedoms and principles that it reaffirms. 

2. In particular, and for the avoidance of doubt, nothing in Title IV of the Charter creates justiciable rights applicable to Poland or the United Kingdom except in so far as Poland or the United Kingdom has provided for such rights in its national law. 

Article 2 

To the extent that a provision of the Charter refers to national laws and practices, it shall only apply to Poland or the United Kingdom to the extent that the rights or principles that it contains are recognised in the law or practices of Poland or of the United Kingdom.

(2)
Changes to strengthen the justice and home affairs opt-in by allowing the UK to opt back out again; and 

Incorporation of the Amsterdam treaty opt-out:

Article 1

The United Kingdom and Ireland shall not take part in the adoption by the Council of proposed measures pursuant to Title IV 

Article 2

In consequence of Article 1, none of the provisions of Title IV of the Treaty, no measure adopted pursuant to that Title, no provision of any international agreement concluded by the Community pursuant to that Title, and no decision of the Court of Justice interpreting any such provision or measure shall be binding upon or applicable in the United Kingdom or Ireland; and no such provision, measure or decision shall in any way affect the competences, rights and obligations of those States; and no such provision, measure or decision shall in any way affect the acquis communautaire nor form part of Community law as they apply to the United Kingdom or Ireland.

Article 3

1. The United Kingdom or Ireland may notify the President of the Council in writing, within three months after a proposal or initiative has been presented to the Council pursuant to Title IV of the Treaty, that it wishes to take part in the adoption and application of any such proposed measure, whereupon that State shall be entitled to do so. 

2. If after a reasonable period of time a measure referred to in paragraph 1 cannot be adopted with the United Kingdom or Ireland taking part, the Council may adopt such measure in accordance with Article 1 without the participation of the United Kingdom or Ireland. In that case Article 2 applies.

Article 4

The United Kingdom or Ireland may at any time after the adoption of a measure by the Council notify its intention to the Council and to the Commission that it wishes to accept that measure. 

Article 5

A Member State which is not bound by a measure adopted pursuant to Title IV of the Treaty shall bear no financial consequences of that measure other than administrative costs entailed for the institutions.

Amendments to PROTOCOL (No 10) ON TRANSITIONAL PROVISIONS
Article 10

1. As a transitional measure, and with respect to acts of the Union in the field of police cooperation and judicial cooperation in criminal matters which have been adopted before the entry into force of the Treaty amending the Treaty on European Union and the Treaty establishing the European Community, the powers of the institutions shall be the following at the date of entry into force of that Treaty: the powers of the Commission under Article 226 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union shall not be applicable and the powers of the Court of Justice of the European Union under Title VI of the Treaty on European Union, in the version in force before the entry into force of the Treaty amending the Treaty on European Union and the Treaty establishing the European Community, shall remain the same, including where they have been accepted under Article 35(2) of the said Treaty on European Union.

2. The amendment of an act referred to in paragraph 1 shall entail the applicability of the powers of the institutions referred to in that paragraph as set out in the Treaties with respect to the amended act for those Member States to which that amended act shall apply.

3. In any case, the transitional measure mentioned in paragraph 1 shall cease to have effect five years after the date of entry into force of the Treaty amending the Treaty on European Union and the Treaty establishing the European Community.
4. At the latest six months before the expiry of the transitional period referred to in paragraph 3, the United Kingdom may notify to the Council that it does not accept, with respect to the acts referred to in paragraph 1, the powers of the institutions referred to in paragraph 1 as set out in the Treaties. In case the United Kingdom has made that notification, all acts referred to in paragraph 1 shall cease to apply to it as from the date of expiry of the transitional period referred to in paragraph 3. This subparagraph shall not apply with respect to the amended acts which are applicable to the United Kingdom as referred to in paragraph 2.

The Council, acting by a qualified majority on a proposal from the Commission, shall determine the necessary consequential and transitional arrangements. The United Kingdom shall not participate in the adoption of this decision. A qualified majority of the Council shall be defined in accordance with Article 205(3)(a) of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union.

The Council, acting by a qualified majority on a proposal from the Commission, may also adopt a decision determining that the United Kingdom shall bear the direct financial consequences, if any, necessarily and unavoidably incurred as a result of the cessation of its participation in those acts.

5. The United Kingdom may, at any time afterwards, notify the Council of its wish to participate in acts which have ceased to apply to it pursuant to paragraph 4, first subparagraph. In that case, the relevant provisions of the Protocol on the Schengen acquis integrated into the framework of the European Union or of the Protocol on the position of the United Kingdom and Ireland in respect of the area of freedom, security and justice, as the case may be, shall apply. The powers of the institutions with regard to those acts shall be those set out in the Treaties. When acting under the relevant Protocols, the Union institutions and the United Kingdom shall seek to reestablish the widest possible measure of participation of the United Kingdom in the acquis of the Union in the area of freedom, security and justice without seriously affecting the practical operability of the various parts thereof, while respecting their coherence.
5.  LABOUR    The roadmap to the new draft Treaty

· Labour has held virtually every conceivable position on the Constitution and the process for ratifying it in the UK.

· In 2000, Tony Blair stated clearly that he did not support an EU Constitution.  “There is an important debate about a Constitution for Europe … It is perhaps easier for the British than for others to recognise that a constitutional debate must not necessarily end with a single, legally binding document called a Constitution for an entity as dynamic as the EU” (Speech to the Polish Stock Exchange, 6 October 2000).  But in 2002 he said: “we do need a proper Constitution for Europe”

· By 2003 Peter Hain was saying the Constitution was just a “tidying up exercise”, and not important enough for a referendum (Today programme, 26 May 2003).  Yet just a few weeks later, Tony Blair said that it would “be a gross and irresponsible betrayal of the true British national interest” to agree to a referendum on the proposed Constitution” (Speech in Liverpool, 4th July, 2003) – in other words that it was too important.

· Labour conspicuously avoided spelling out precisely what it wanted to achieve in the EU Constitution, but sought to reassure people that it had a series of “red lines” over areas where it would not agree to further transfer of powers to the EU.  Yet out of 275 amendments the Government tabled to the draft Constitution text, only 27 were accepted and many of the so-called ‘red-lines’ had been breached – for example on the establishment of a European Public Prosecutor, new EU powers over criminal procedure law and ending national vetoes over social security.

· In a dramatic u-turn, and without consulting members of his own Cabinet, On 20 April 2004, the Prime Minister told Parliament that there would, after all, be a referendum on the EU Constitution “to resolve once and for all” where Britain stood in Europe.  But no date was ever set for this referendum and after the Constitution was rejected in France and the Netherlands in 2005, the referendum was put on ice.

· As recently as January 2007, the Minister for Europe Geoff Hoon was insisting in the House of Commons January that “It is absolutely clear that there should be a referendum on the European Constitutional Treaty, and that remains the Government’s position (Hansard 16 Jan 2007, Column 639).  Within days however, he was contradicted by a Downing Street spokesman who said:  “We think the best European Constitution is a simple Constitution.  The result of a simple Constitution would be that we would not have to hold a referendum.”   (Daily Mail, 19 January 2007)
· Now, despite the fact that negotiations on a new treaty are in full swing, the Government continues to refuse to publish any kind of position paper.  The Government’s only official communication on it’s view of it’s position on the substance of any new treaty came in a Written Ministerial Statement on 5 December  2006 outlining “the principles that will underpin the Government’s approach” to discussions on the Constitution under the German Presidency.  The statement was short of specifics, but stated that “we will…favour proposals that modernise the workings of the EU [and] “measures which enhance subsidiarity and the role of national Parliaments” provided that decisions were agreed by all the member states.  In the meantime, it stressed the need for the EU to focus on the delivery of policy using the existing treaties and highlighted the benefits of enlargement.

· In summary, as David Cameron said in his speech to the Movement for European Reform in Brussels in March 2007:
“At the beginning of the process, Tony Blair and Gordon Brown called for the EU to listen to the people of Europe, and to reform.  They spoke of the 'red lines' which the government would not, under any circumstances, cross. But in the event, they gave their total assent to the text.  This government's record on the EU Constitution is a study in how not to make progress within the European Union. First, they were against the Constitution.  Then they were for it.  Then they signed it.  Then they refused a referendum on it.  Then they agreed a referendum. Now they're briefing against a new Constitution but they don't have the courage to oppose it in public.  And they're in favour of a referendum but they don't really want one.  They've had seven different positions.”

6.  LABOUR MEPs 

July 2004 - Labour MEPs confirmed that they "will be making the case for the adoption of the Constitution."  

January 2005 - Labour MEPs voted to "endorse the Constitutional Treaty and wholeheartedly support its ratification" by voting in favour of the Corbett/Méndez de Vigo report - on a Treaty establishing a Constitution for Europe.

During the debate on this report, Richard Corbett MEP (Co-Rapporteur) said: 

"I am sure that by broadcasting the facts and enabling a true analysis of the Treaty we will contribute to an honest debate which will persuade people that this Constitution is worth having".

In a press release following the debate Labour MEPs called the European Constitution: "the battle between Reformers and Wreckers".  The press release argued that: 

"With the new Constitution we are taking that weapon [to attack the EU as ineffective] away from them - that is why they are kicking and screaming and running more of the scare stories in which they specialise ... It's [the Constitution] a simple set of rules spelling out the objectives of the European Union".

David Martin MEP in an explanation of vote said: "I welcome this report by my good friends...and their call for the Constitution to be adopted and ratified by all Member States".

January 2006 - Labour MEPs voted in favour of a report on the future of the EU Constitution which stressed a commitment to "achieving without undue delay a constitutional settlement."  

November 2006 - In a debate on the EU Constitution, Richard Corbett MEP said: 

"We must find a solution acceptable to all 27 countries, including the two that voted 'no', but also taking account of the 18 that have voted 'yes', which will wish to keep the text as intact as possible.  I was glad to hear that, though it has not yet ratified, Ireland also wishes to keep the text as intact as possible.  This is an important message for us.  In the UK too, my Government signed the constitutional treaty and was re-elected on the basis of a manifesto that said that it would campaign with enthusiasm for this constitutional treaty". 

May 2007 - Labour MEPs supported a report (Brok report - CFSP 2005) that contained several paragraphs relating to part of the Constitution that need to be kept but abstained on the following:

1. Emphasises the need for finalisation of the Constitutional Treaty to be one of the main priorities for the present and coming EU Presidencies

2. Considers it necessary that the office of Minister of Foreign Affairs be established...so that the CFSP is given continuity and coherence and Europe can speak with one voice.

3. Once again urges the Heads of State and Government to finalise the Constitutional Treaty by the end of 2008 to enable the Union to work more effectively...

Their explanation of vote stated:

"The EPLP also abstained on paragraph 8(g), as the added value of an EU diplomatic academy has yet to be proven, and on paragraph 8(h) – whilst agreeing that there is certainly a need for external delegations to be strengthened, these will not be EU ‘embassies’. The EPLP fully supports reform of the UN Security Council and also supports improvements in the way that the EU speaks at the UN – however it is inappropriate to talk of a single EU seat, as in paragraph 10".

June 2007 - Richard Corbett MEP again defended the EU Constitution by saying:

"I am getting increasingly fed up with those who qualify the Constitutional Treaty as a "radical new departure" or a "revolutionary change" to the nature of the EU.  It is not.  It is a pragmatic set of adjustments in response to problems with the existing system".

June 2007 - Labour MEPs supported the Brok/Baron Crespo report on the roadmap for the Union's Constitutional process.  The report said:

"[The European Parliament] reaffirms its commitment to achieving a settlement of the ongoing constitutional process of the European Union which is based on the content of the Constitutional Treaty, possibly under a different presentation".
7.  LIBERAL DEMOCRAT MEPs

January 2005 - Lib Dem MEPs voted to "endorse the Constitutional Treaty and wholeheartedly support its ratification" by voting in favour of the Corbett/Méndez de Vigo report - on a Treaty establishing a Constitution for Europe.

January 2005 - During the debate on the above mentioned report, the now Leader of the UK Lib Dem MEPs, Andrew Duff MEP, said:

"If you are for Europe, you should be for the Constitution.  Europe will not work without strong authorities in Brussels.  Without the Constitution, things will not work properly and the quality of policy flowing from Brussels and Strasbourg will begin to decline".

May 2005 - Andrew Duff MEP wrote in a letter to the Financial Times:

"A French 'No' will not kill off the constitutional project.  The EU is wholly implausible without France.  If France says 'No' now, it will have to say 'Yes' later".

January 2006 - The European Parliament approved a report by Andrew Duff on the future of the EU Constitution.  His report called for a commitment to "achieving without undue delay a constitutional settlement".  MEPs rejected an amendment proposed by Duff insisting that the "constitutional core" of the 2004 Constitution must form the basis of any future treaty.     

October 2006 - "Plan B: how to rescue the European Constitution" was launched by Andrew Duff where he defended the core of the EU Constitution.  He stressed his opposition to any proposal to drop the name "constitution."  At the launch he said: "I always believed that the Constitution that we completed in 2004 is a first class piece of work".

February 2007 - Andrew Duff launched a publication entitled "Constitution Plus: renegotiating the treaty."  In 'Constitution Plus', he rejected the arguments for a 'mini treaty' as being "dubious law, poor tactics and bad politics".  He proposed to ring-fence Parts I and II of the 2004 Treaty from being opened up and advocated a "small number of highly significant improvements" to Parts III and IV.

May 2007 - Lib Dem MEPs supported the Brok report (CFSP 2005) with many supportive references to the Constitution.

June 2007 - Lib Dem MEPs supported the Brok/Baron Crespo report on the roadmap for the Union's Constitutional process.  The report said:  "[The European Parliament] reaffirms its commitment to achieving a settlement of the ongoing constitutional process of the European Union which is based on the content of the Constitutional Treaty, possibly under a different presentation".

Draft MEP press release to complete and send to local newspapers
Red lines test is the key to Gordon Brown's credibility on Europe

Brussels 18 October -- If Gordon Brown fails to make two key changes to the Reform Treaty today, the so-called red lines will be breached. Without the red lines negotiated by Tony Blair at the Brussels June Summit it will be impossible to deny that the Reform Treaty is substantially the same document as the Constitution. However, if Gordon Brown says the red lines have been successfully protected the UK must be clear what he has achieved, not least because on two key issues it is easy to judge success from failure. 

 

The European Scrutiny Committee suggested last week that the red lines on which the Government bases its case against a referendum will "leak like a sieve" in the field of the Charter of Fundamental Rights and Justice and Home Affairs policy. This is because, on the Charter, the Reform treaty does not prevent people from challenging UK law at EU level - and on Justice and Home Affairs, it does not allow the UK to opt-out of decisions made by other member states. 

 

Timothy Kirkhope MEP, Conservative Leader in the European Parliament, said:

"Two simple changes will avoid the UK losing sovereignty in these areas. 

 

On the Charter, Gordon Brown needs to amend Protocol 7 to insert a clarification that  'notwithstanding other provisions in the Treaties or Union law generally' the Charter does not extend the Court's ability to interpret UK law. This will prevent the Court from applying judgments from other countries to our own.
 

On Justice and Home Affairs, Gordon Brown needs to amend Protocol 10 to re-insert the opt-out from legislation that we secured in the 1997 Amsterdam Treaty and to delete the clause which extinguishes our opt-in rights after five years.
 

If the Prime Minister fails to achieve these clear and effective amendments he cannot claim to have protected Tony Blair's red lines. He cannot therefore claim that the Reform Treaty is a different document than the Constitution. He cannot therefore claim that his 2005 Manifesto promise to have a referendum on the Constitution is irrelevant."

ENDS

Notes to Editors:

For the full briefing document please see www.conservativeeurope.com/

Contact Timothy Kirkhope MEP on +32 (0) 2 2845321 timothy.kirkhope@europarl.europa.eu
Conservative Press Office - Peter Wilding on +32 473 861762 peter.wilding@europarl.europa.eu
Draft letter to the editor of local newspapers
 

 

Brussels, xxth October 2007 -- 

Sir,

 

Lisbon's red lines test must be passed

 

When Tony Blair announced in June that he had successfully negotiated the UK's 'red lines' defence in the so-called Reform Treaty I recall most of the press pack swallowed his spin. If Gordon Brown says these red lines have been successfully protected we must be clear what he has achieved, not least because on two key issues it is easy to judge success from failure. 

 

The European Scrutiny Committee suggested last week that the red lines on which the Government bases its case against a referendum will "leak like a sieve" in the field of the Charter of Fundamental Rights and Justice and Home Affairs policy. This is because, on the Charter, the Reform treaty does not prevent people from challenging UK law at EU level - and on Justice and Home Affairs, it does not allow the UK to opt-out of decisions made by other member states. 

 

Two simple changes will avoid the UK losing sovereignty in this areas. 

 

On the Charter, Gordon Brown needs to amend Protocol 7 to insert a clarification that  'notwithstanding other provisions in the Treaties or Union law generally' the Charter does not extend the Court's ability to interpret UK law. This will prevent the Court from applying judgments from other countries to our own.
 

 Justice and Home Affairs, Gordon Brown needs to amend Protocol 10 to re-insert the opt-out from legislation that we secured in the 1997 Amsterdam Treaty and to delete the clause which extinguishes our opt-in rights after five years.
 

If the Prime Minister fails to achieve these clear and effective amendments he cannot claim to have protected Tony Blair's red lines. He cannot therefore claim that the Reform Treaty is a different document than the Constitution. He cannot therefore claim that his 2005 Manifesto promise to have a referendum on the Constitution is irrelevant.
 

Yours,
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EU LEADERS AGREE ON DRAFT MANDATE FOR A NEW TREATY


Conservatives make the case for a referendum
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