#1
Before starting, I want to emphasize these are my opinions on what should be done to make law metadata interoperational with everyone else’s.  
#2
To legal researchers, and law catalogers, a jurisdiction is a geographic area with a distinct legal system that enacts legislation.  

Thus British statutes are entered under “Great Britain” rather than under “Parliament”, or the name of the party that controls the House of Commons, or under the name of the monarch even though the text of the legislation states that it is the monarch who is actually enacting the legislation.  

While we catalogers almost always ignore it in practice, RDA and modern cataloging codes (but not Panizzi’s rules),  require that “Laws” be entered under the jurisdiction governed rather than under the “enacting jurisdiction”.   For starters, “jurisdiction governed” refers to the subject of the law, meaning an act of the British Parliament applicable only to Scotland would be entered with  Scotland as the creator. An American federal statute affecting only one city or state, would end up with that city or state as the "creator". If we catalogers actually did this, our bosses in the Law Library would have our heads. Confusing the “subject” of a work with its creator is incompatible with any theory of descriptive cataloging. 

Federations often enact legislation applicable only to a single member, especially in Great Britain since the Kingdom of Scotland, and the Kingdom of England and Wales, have totally different legal systems. Iit has always been the practice of law catalogers to regard "Great Britain" as the creator of all British statutes, even if it affects only one of those countries. 
#3
I hypothesize that "jurisdiction governed" was originally an exception necessitated by that fact that the Canadian constitution, while created by Canadians, was submitted to Queen Victoria for signature, which resulted in it being enacted as British statute. The rule should be that if legislation is enacted by one jurisdiction but governs another, look at who actually created the legislation.

Note that in many legal systems such as Islamic law, Jewish law, ethnic customary law  and most importantly, the Anglo-American common law, many “laws” are never enacted, but exist as principles that can never be described using the tools of descriptive cataloging. American examples include “innocent until proven guilty”, right to privacy and  “insider trading.  And yes, I have seen catalogers run around in circles trying to figure out who enacted a customary law.  Also note that the English word “law” refers both to statutory law and legal principles, as is translated as the distinct French words “loi” and “droit”, with similar dichatomies in many western languages, so  it would facilitate transnational use if we stopped saying “law” when we mean “legislation”. 
#4
RDA instructs us to evaluate the status of administrative laws by asking if it follows an American or British model, but then gets the British model wrong.  Also, RDA doesn’t reflect that while some regulations are very significant, others are relatively trivial such as recipes published by USDA as part of its food regulations, glossaries of French terms published in the "Journal Officiel" to be used instead of “franglais” and even the  circulation rules of your local public library.  These are all administrative regulations. They are all types of legislation.   They all have the "force of law". They are unlike non-prescriptive policy statements, which aren't collected by law libraries.

What RDA was trying to address was whether an enactment by a head of state is considered to be equivalent to an act approved by the legislature.  The American Constitution reserves the power to "enact all laws" to the Congress, something that has thwarted all presidents in living memory.  In Great Britain, theoretically, the Queen enacts all legislation,  and if the Queen signs it, it is primary legislaton. British regulations emanating from other sources, and not signed by the Queen, are  “secondary” or “delegated” legislation, just like in the US, and can be challenged as ultra vires.
#5
 To catalogers, the difference is that administrative laws signed by the Queen are entered under "Great Britain", whereas in America, presidential executive orders are entered under a corporate heading for the president.  The legal issue is whether one can go to court and say “you were exceeding your authority” – in the US this applies to everyone including the president, in Britain it applies to everyone except the monarch.  In no system are “administrative laws”  issued by the plethora of bureaucracies considered to be equivalent of acts of the legislature.  RDA simply gets this wrong. 
