1) Tony Blair’s government has implemented several constitutional reforms, concerning democratisation, modernisation, decentralisation, and the strengthening of rights.
In terms of modernisation, Tony Blair revamps the House of Lords, removing all but 92 hereditary peers, and also in terms of modernisation as well as democratisation, Blair introduced several different voting systems. He used some of these new systems in the countries he had devolved, Scotland and Wales. The Greater London Assembly was also formed after a referendum. In terms of civil rights, the freedom of information act of 2000 occurred in Tony Blair’s first term as Prime Minister. The incorporation of the European Convention on Human Rights meant that UK citizens could feel they had some protected human rights, due to the flexible nature of the un-codified UK constitution.
2) Blair’s reforms were effective, yet they catered to the particular needs of the British Constitution. The British Constitution’s principals are that the UK is a unitary state, with parliamentary sovereignty and a parliamentary government, the rule of law is overriding, and there will be a constitutional monarchy. Although Blair’s changes were big, they were all somehow suited to work around the constitution and its principals. Devolution was passed, and Scotland and Wales were given their own Parliament/Assembly. This may seem like it takes away from the sovereignty of Parliament and Britain’s unitary state system, yet due to the rule of law and Parliamentary sovereignty that can be taken away from them in one act of Parliament (and it has happened with the Northern Ireland assembly). The European Court of Human Rights can deem a British law unacceptable, but the law itself is unaffected unless an act of Parliament decides to remove it, showing the aptitude of Parliamentary sovereignty. In affect, due to the UK constitution’s flexibility, and various loopholes, Blair’s reforms didn’t devalue the constitution’s principals as much as it would seem.
3) Many of the Labour Governments constitutional reforms have come under fire, yet their defence for many of the accusations can be justified. The Labour government removed the position of Lord Chancellor, defending themselves in the accusation that the ‘fusion of powers’ is too great in the UK government. Those who criticise Labour for not forming a codified constitution due to people not knowing their rights, the Labour government can state that a flexible constitution is very helpful for changing laws in times of trouble, and if people are concerned about their rights, the European Human Rights act can let them know that whatever happens, their rights are protected by a higher power. For those who argue that Britain is losing Parliamentary sovereignty by giving more power to Scotland and Wales, as well as passing many acts such as the freedom of Information Act, the government can simply remove these liberties any time they please, due to nothing being set in stone. Blair has removed a great amount of the unelected influence in the UK government by removing all but 92 hereditary peers, and he has helped reform the electoral system by employing different systems in the devolved Scotland and Wales. The UK government can not be blamed for being too centralised and secretive, due to devolution, and the passing of the Freedom of info act.  
4) When Tony Blair came into power in 1997, he started a programme of constitutional reforms. His government’s ‘programme’ has come under attack by many criticisms. These criticisms mainly concern the effectiveness of some of these changes, and their effect to the UK constitution.
Firstly, all principal elements of the UK constitution have been undermined. Parliamentary sovereignty is affected by the incorporation of the ECHR, and the ratification of the Amsterdam treaty. Sovereignty is meant to be the main unopposed power, but the EU can now rule if they think a British law is unacceptable. Rule of law was also undermined by the ECHR.
 
The tenet of Unitary Statehood was affected by the creation of Scottish Parliament, the Welsh Assembly and Northern Ireland Assembly. A Unitary state by definition is a system of government in which authority is centralized, and with power in the other regions of the UK, it makes it harder to rule the nations under one specific rule.
Having a parliamentary government under a constitutional monarchy was affected by the use of referendums (Parliament should be the ones who make the statements and decisions), proposed new voting systems, the removal of hereditary peers from the House of Lords (convention, tradition), and the modernisation of the House of Commons. 
Another reason to criticise Blair’s programme of change is the fact that he hasn’t put anything down to a codified constitution, meaning that his new laws and rulings could be changed or scrapped. Therefore, with this known, no really difference can be made when the sword of Damocles is hanging over the head of all the policies. Many argue that the changes are only going to be meaningful for a short time due to the fact Britain does have a codified constitution, and people will never fully know their rights.
Some could argue that Blair is not making enough real change, due to his catering to the current principals of the constitution. Therefore, there is still a great influence of unelected elements in the UK government (Alistair Campbell, Blair’s cabinet spin doctor), the government is still too centralised (everything is decided in Westminster, and not enough power is given to further away constituencies).
In Blair’s defence, he has made some significant changes to law without harming the constitution much, retaining its flexibility and key structuring. His laws have provided more freedom and responsibility (Freedom of info act, Devolution), and ultimately, things haven’t gone so wrong for Blair that he has yet to scrap all his programme and start again fresh. 
