Subject Matter Jurisdiction (SMJ) has several elements. The three essentials are (1) cognizance of the class of cases to which the one to be adjudicated belongs; (2) the proper parties must be present; (3) the point decided upon must be in substance and effect within the issue. Reynolds v.Stockton 140 U.S. 254, 268, 11 Sup. Ct. 773, 35 L.Ed. 464.; Bouvier’s Law Dictionary Pg. 1760 3rd Revision Vol. 1
As"[t]he word jurisdiction' is more easily used than understood," I wish to begin with some operational definitions. 1In simple terms, jurisdiction is "[a] court's power to decide a case or issue a decree," but a court's jurisdiction has three separate elements: "(1)jurisdiction over the person, (2) jurisdiction over the subject matter, and (3) jurisdiction to render the particular judgment sought, or as is sometimes said, jurisdiction of the particular case."Commonwealth. Department of Highways v. Berryman, Ky., 363 S.W.2d 525, 526 (1962).BLACK's LAW DICTIONARY 857 (7th ed. 1999).20 AM. JUR. 2D Courts § 54 (1995).
“A void judgment is a simulated judgment devoid of any potency because of jurisdictional defect only, in the court rendering it. Defect of jurisdiction may relate to a party or parties, the subject matter, the cause of action, the question to be determined, or the relief to be granted. A judgment entered where such defect exists has neither life nor incipience, and a court is impuissant to invent it with even a fleeting spark of vitality, but can only determine it to be what it is — a nothing, a nullity. Being naught, it may be attacked directly or collaterally at any time. Stubbs v. McGillis, 44 Colo. 138, 96 Colo. 1005, 130 Am.S.R. 116, 18 L.R.A.N.S. 405” DAVIDSON CHEVROLET v. DENVER•138 Colo. 171, 175 (Colo. 1958)
"On every writ of error or appeal, the first and fundamental question is that of jurisdiction, first, of this court, and then of the court from which the record comes. This question the court is bound to ask and answer for itself, even when not otherwise suggested, and without respect to the relation of the parties to it." Great Southern Fire Proof Hotel Co. v. Jones, supra, at 453. 46The requirement that jurisdiction be established as a threshold matter "spring[s] from the nature and limits of the judicial power of the United States" and is "inflexible and without exception." Mansfield, C. L.M.R. Co. v. Swan, 111 U.S. 379, 382 (1884)...........Having reached the end of what seems like a long front walk, we finally arrive at the threshold jurisdictional question: whether respondent, the plaintiff below, has standing to sue. 9Article III, § 2, of the Constitution extends the "judicial Power" of the United States only to "Cases" and "Controversies." 11We have always taken this to, mean cases and controversies of the sort traditionally amenable to, and resolved by, the judicial process. Muskrat v. United States, supra, at 356-357. Such a meaning is fairly implied by the text, since otherwise the purported restriction upon the judicial power would scarcely be a restriction at all. Every criminal investigation conducted by the Executive is a "case," and every policy issue resolved by congressional legislation involves a "controversy." 1These are not, however, the sort of cases and controversies that Article III, § 2, refers to, since "the Constitution's central mechanism of separation of powers depends largely upon common understanding of what activities are appropriate to legislatures, to executives, and to courts." Lujan v. Defenders of Wildlife, 504 U.S. 555, 559-560 (1992). 58Standing to sue is part of the common understanding of what it takes to make a justiciable case. Whitmore v. Arkansas, 495 U.S. 149, 155 (1990). STEEL CO. v. CITIZENS FOR BETTER ENVIRONMENT•523 U.S. 83, 102 (1998)
Within these three essentials, SMJ can be lost if the court has SMJ, but does not have particular case jurisdiction which is a sub-part of SMJ, or necessary requirements such as due process; competent witness; contract, and/or fraud.
A court may have SMJ to hear a matter a matter involving a contract, but loses SMJ when no contract has been entered upon the record as evidence.
“ Absent Woolley, our analysis is governed by familiar contract principles. 2Unless required by the Statute of Frauds, N.J.S.A. 25:1-5 to -16, or as otherwise provided by law, contracts do not need to be in writing to be enforceable. 1When one party, however, presents a contract for signature to another party, the omission of that other party's signature is a significant factor in determining whether the two parties mutually have reached an agreement. Cf. 1 Richard A. Lord, Williston on Contracts § 2:3 (4th ed. 1990) (noting that although party's signature on written contract "probably" is not required in absence of statute, "a signature is customary and desirable").Without plaintiff's signature on the Agreement that accompanied the "You and CIGNA" handbook, we cannot enforce the arbitration provision unless we find some other explicit indication that the employee intended to abide by that provision. No such indication appears in the record.” LEODORI v. CIGNA CORP•175 N.J. 293, 304 (N.J. 2003)
“We have no argument with our colleagues who find proper service of the summons and complaint and no meritorious excuse for the default. 1However, judgment by default further requires "proof by affidavit made by the party of the facts constituting the claim, the default and the amount due", or at least a verified complaint (CPLR 3215 [f]; Goodyear v. Weinstein, 224 A.D.2d 387). This minimal requirement is necessary to assure the court that the action has a jurisdictional basis (7 Weinstein-Korn-Miller, N.Y. Civ Prac ¶ 3215.29). Plaintiff's affidavit of merit on this claim is deficient because it is wholly on information and belief, without the slightest reference to the source of the information or the grounds for the belief. Absent from the record is any verification to plaintiff's complaint......No judgment, even in a small claims action, can rest entirely on hearsay evidence (see, Herstand Co. v Gallery: Gertrude Stein, Inc., 211 A.D.2d 77, 83) ZELNIK v. BIDERMANN INDUSTRIES U.S.A., INC•242 A.D.2d 227, 228 (N.Y. App. Div. 1997) 
“The issue before us is not one of technical pleading requirements. It is rather one of procedural due process. As Justice Heher pointed out in Sattelberger v. Telep, 14 N.J. 353, 363, 102 A.2d 577 (1954):There is a want of jurisdiction to render judgment unless there be a submission of a justiciable controversy to a competent tribunal in some mode sanctioned by the constitutional precept that accords to the defendant the hearing on notice inherent in due process. Pleading in civil actions as the means of raising issues for adjudication; and where, as here, there is not even the semblance of a cause of action pleaded against a particular defendant, there is no issue for determination and no basis for judgment against him, unless the parties waive formal pleading of operative facts and by consent submit an issue to the court for determination.And see Grobart v. Society of Establishing Useful Mfrs., 2 N.J. 136, 65 A.2d 833 (1949). See also Rivera v. Gerner, 89 N.J. 526, 538, 446 A.2d 508 (1982), making clear that "[a]n appropriate regard for the orderly judicial process requires that parties be given a fair opportunity to pass on points critical to their cases."In order to insure a litigant's due process right to be apprised of the nature of the claim against him and to be accorded the opportunity to address it fully” R. WILSON PLUMBING v. WADEMAN•246 N.J.Super. 615, 618 (N.J. Super. App. Div. 1991)
“Because the trial court lacked subject matter jurisdiction over the action, we reverse......Because a municipal court's subject matter jurisdiction is expressly limited to those actions occurring within its territory, defendant's contention that the Franklin County Municipal Court lacked territorial jurisdiction is in fact a challenge to the court's subject matter jurisdiction, and neither stipulation nor agreement waived it. On the particular facts of this case, not one event giving rise to JB Dollar's breach of contract claim occurred within the territorial jurisdiction of the Franklin County Municipal Court, leaving that court without subject matter jurisdiction over the action. Although a forum selection clause may circumvent the minimum contacts the court needs to establish personal jurisdiction, it does not circumvent the lack of contacts needed for subject matter jurisdiction in the municipal court. Without subject matter jurisdiction, the court's underlying judgment is void. Defendant's three assignments of error are sustained.{¶ 35} Having sustained defendant's assigned errors, we reverse the judgment of the trial court and remand with instructions to dismiss the case for lack of subject matter jurisdiction.” CHEAP ESCAPE COMPANY, INC. v. HADDOX, L.L.C., 06AP-1107 (8-28-2007)•No. 06AP-1107., 13 (Ohio Ct. App. Aug 28, 2007)
Thus, Subject Matter Jurisdiction encompasses not only the power to hear and decide a case, but also authority, standing, and much more.

