Exhibit 2

STATE OF MISSOURI
PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

At a Session of the Public Service
Commission held at its office
in Jefferson City on the 18th
day of September, 1987.

CASE NO. Ta-88~54

In the matter of New Florence

Telephone Company for a restatement . i
of its certificate of public

convenience and necessity.

ORDER

On September 8, 1987, New Florence Telephone Company (Applicant) filed an
application seeking an order of this Comnission restating the Applicant's‘existing
authority to provide telephone service to the public to be consistent with the
Applicant’s existing tariffs and exchange boundary méps‘contained therein on file
with this Commission and within those areas that, as a result of lawfully approved

revisions im its tariffs and its exchange boundary maps contained therein, may be

rédefined in the future.

. The Commission's utility staff has examiﬁ%d tﬁé:¢ommission's records,
including the filed tariffs of the Applicant, and has recommended that the
application be épprovéd. In reliance upon the verif?ed application and the
recommendations of its Staff, the Commission is of'f;efopinion that a hearing is
unnecessary to resolve the issues herein and finds and concludes as follows:

Applicant is a corporatiom e#isting under the laws of the State of Migsouri
with its~principal office and place of business at-New Florence, Missguri 63363
Applicant owns and operates telephone lines within the State of Migsouri, over which
its conducts the business of affording telephone comaunications for hire, and is a

"telephone corporation™, and public utility" as those terms are defiped by Section



386.020, RSMo 1986. As such, Applicant is subject‘to the supervision, regulation and

jurisdicpion of the Commission.

Section 392.410.1 of the Révised Statutes of Missouri, to be effective
September 28, 1987, provides that "[n]o telecommunications company not exempt from
this subsection shall transact any business in this state until it shall have
obtained a certificate of service authority from the commission pursuant to the
provisions of this chapter....". The subject legislation also provides an exemption
from the prohibition for those telecommunications companies who possess "a
certificate of public. convenience aﬁd necessity from the commission at the time this

section goes into effect” or who hold "a state charter issued in or prior to the year

1913 which charter authorizes a company to engage in the telephone business.”

The applicatlon recites that the Applicant currently possesses a
certlflcate(s) of public convenlence and necessity and/or state charter(s) and would,
therefore, appear to be exempt-ffom the requirements of the newly enacted
legisiation. The Applicant_has on file with the Commission exchange boundary maps
which portray the area in ?hich the Applicant renders telephong seévice..

The application recites.;hat the Applicant's original certificate(s) and/or
charter(s) may not accurately deéscribe the area it currently serves in every
particular. The application also recites that in an attempt to provide comprehensive
service to virtuéllf all areas wi%hin the state, telephone companies, such as
Applicant, may have expanded upon their original certificated areas through changes
in their exchange boundary maps, some of which may have been made at the urging of
the Commission.

The Applicant ;tates that it is not seeking a mew certificate for any
expansion or contraction of the authority it currently exercises, but merely seeks an

acknowledgement and Tecognition by the Commission that the Applicant's present

operatjions are, in fact, consistent with its existing certificate(s) and/or

charter(s). By the instant application Applicant hopes to make it unnecessary to



file a request for a certificate of service authority pursuant to the newly enacted

legislation in order to comtinue to provide telephone service to the area it

presently sexrves.

Based on the recommendations of its Staff, the Commission is of the opinion
that the instant application should be granted. 'In the Commission's opinion the
grant of the instant application will not result in a chénge in the authority of any
telephone company.

The Staff's recommendation indicates that there may be a disagreement
between the Staff and the Applicant as to whether or not the Applicaant has both
interLATA and intraLATA interexchange authorityt The Staff does not disagree that
" the Applicant has intral.ATA interexchange éuthority, but it is the Staff's position
that the Applicant does mot possess InterLATA interexchange authority.

The Cammission need riot make any determination at this time respecting any
question of wh;ther the Applicant poséessgs interLATA igtereﬁchange authority to
render-telephone servi;e.

It is, therefore, -

ORDERED: 1. That New Florence Té;ephoné Company be, and is, hereby
authorized to provide telephone service to the public Witﬁin those areas in the State
of Missouri depicted by its exchange boundary maps in the following listed tariff

" sheets on file with this Commission and within those areas that, as a result of

lawfully approved revisions in exchange boundary méps, may be redefined in the

future;

F.S.C. Mo. No. 1

New Florence, lst Revised Sheet No. 4



ORDERED: 2. That this Order shall become effective op the 27th day of

September, 1987.

BY THE COMMISSION

SZZ/Z.?%M

Harvey G. Hubbs
Secretary

(SE AL

Steinmeier, Chm., Musgrave, Mueller,
Hendren and Fischer, CC., Concur.



. STATE OF MISSOURL
T~ PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

At a Session of the Public Service
Commission held at its office
in Jefferson City on the 18th
day of September, 1987,

CASE NO, TA-88-37 -

T e—

In the wziter «7F 2ew London
Telephone Company for a restatement
of its certificate of public
“tonvenience and neceasity.

ORDER

On September 4, 1987, New London Telephone Company (Applicant) filed an
application seeking an order of this Commission restating the Applicant's existing
authority to provide telephone service to the public to be consistent with the
Applicant's existing tariffs and exchange boundary waps contained therein on file
with this Commission and within those areas that, as a result of lawfully approved
revisions in its tariffs and its exchange boundary maps contained therein, may be
redefined in the future. ‘

The Commission's utility staff has examined the Commission's records,
including the filed tariffs of the Applicant, and has recommended that the
application be approved. In reliance upon the verified application and the
recommendations of its Staff, the Commission 1s of the opinion that a hearing is
unnecessary to resolve the issues herein and finds and concludes as follows:

Applicant 13 a corporation existing under the laws of the State of Missouri

with its principal office and place of business at Route 1, Box 54, New London,ﬂﬁj

Miasouri 63459, Applicant owns and cperates telephone lines within the State of
Missouri, over which its conducts the business of affording telephone communications

for hire, and is a "telephone corporation"”, and "public utility"™ as those terms are



defined by Section 386.020, RSMo 1986. As such, Applicant is subject to the

gupervision, regulation and jurisdiction of the Commission.

Section 392.410.1 of the Revised Statutes of Missouri, to be effective
September 28, 1987, provides that "[n]o telecommunications company not exempt from
this subsection shall transact any business in this state until it shall have
obtained a certificate of service authority from the commission pursuant to the
provisions of this chapter...." The subject legislation also provides an exemption
from the prohibition for those telecommunications companies who possess "a
certificate of public convenience and necessity from the commission at the time this
gection goes into effect" or who hold "a state charter issued in or prior to the year
1913 which charter authorizes a company to engage in the telephome business.”

The application recites that the Applicant currently possesses a

certificate(s) of public convenience and necessity and/or state charter(s) and wo

therefore, appear to be exempt from the requirements of the mewly enacted
legislation., The Applicant has on file with the Commission exchange boundary ﬁaps
which portray the area in which the Applicant renders telephone Service;

The application recites that the Applicant’s original certificate(s) and/or o
charter(s) may not accurately describe the area it currently serves in every
particular. The appligﬁi}on also recites that in an attempt to provide comprehensive
service to virtually all ééeas within the state, telephone companies, such"as
Applicant, may have expanded upon their original certificated areas through changes
in their exchange boundary maps, some of which may have been made at the urging of
the Commission.

_ The Anplicant stateg that it is not seeking a new certificate for any

exﬁahsipn or contraction of the authority it currently exercises, but merely seeka an

ackﬁowledgement and recegnition by the Commission that the Applicant's present

operations are, in fact, consistent with ita existing certificate(s) and/or

charter(s). By the instant application Applicant hopes to make it unnecessary to



file a request for a certificate of service authority pursuant to the newly enacted

legislation in order to continue to provide telephone service to the area it
presently serves.

Based on the recommendations of its Staff, the Commission is of the opinion
that the instant application should be granted. In the Commission's opinfon the
grant of the instant- application will not result‘in a éhange in the autho;ity of any
telephone company. _

The Staff's recommendation indicates that there may be a disagreement
between the Staff and the Applicant as to whether or not the Applicant has both
interLATA and intraLATA 1nterexghange authority. The Staff does not disagree that

the Applicant has intralATA interexchange authority, but it is the Staff's position

that the Applicant dcss not possess int2rLATA ipterexchange authority.

—_

et The Commission need nmot maks= any determination at this time rgspecting any
'iﬁestionhof whether the Appiicant possesses int=rLATA interexchange authority to

render telephone service. -

it is, therefore,

ORDERED: 1. That New London Telephone'Company be, and is, hereby
authorized to provide telephone service to the public within those areas in the State
of Missouri depicted by its exchange boundary maps in the following listed tariff
sheets on file with this Commission and within those areas that, as a result of
lawfully approved revisions in exchange boundary maps, may be redefined in the
future:

P.S$.C. Mo, No. 5

New London, 3rd Revised Sheet No. 10



ORDERED: 2. That this Order shall become effective on the

—

September, 1337,

(SEAL)

Steinmeier, Chm., Musgrave, Mueller,
Hendren and Fischer, CC., Concur,

-

BY ™E COMMISSION

Doy 8. Ll

Harvey G. Hubbsa
Secretary




STATE OF MISSOURIL
PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

At a Session of the Public Service
Commission held at its office
in Jefferson City on the 18th -
day of September, 1987.

CASE NO. TA-88-52

in the matter of Orchard Farm

Telephone Company for a restatement . . .
of its certificate of public

convenience and necessity.

ORDER

On -September 8, 1987, Orchard Farm Telephone Company (Applicant) filed am
application.seeking an order of this Commission restating the Applicant's existing
authority to provide telephone service to the public to be consistent with the
Applicant's existing tariffs and exchange boundary maps contained therein on file
with this Commission and within those areas thét, as a result of lawfully approved

revisions in its tariffs and its exchange boundary maps contained therein, may be

redefined in the future.

The Commission's utility staff has examiﬁéd théi?ommission's records,
~including the filed tariffs of the Applicant, and has recommended that the
appliéatiou be approved. In reliance upon the veriﬁieﬁ application and the
recommendations of its Staff, the Commission is ofréhe,opinion that a hearing is
unnecessary £o resolve the issues herein and finds and concludes as follows:

Applicant is a corporation eiiséing under the laws of the State of Missouri

with its principal office and place of business at Route 1, St. Charles, Missouri

63301. Applicant cwns and operates telephone lines within the State of Missouri,
over which its conducts the business of affording telephone communications for hire,

and 1s a "telephone corporation", and "public utility" as those terms are defined by



Section 386.020, RSMo 1986. As such, Applicant is subject to the supervision,

regulation and jurisdiction of the Commissicn.

Sectionm 392.410.1 of the Revised Statutes of Missouri, to be effective
September 28, 1987, provides that "[n]o telecommunications company not exempt from
this subsection shall trapsact any business in this state until it shall have
obtained a certificate of service authority from the commission pursuant to the
provisions of .this chapter....” The subject legislation also provides an exemption
from the prohibition for those telecommunications companies who possess a
certificate of public convenience and necessity from the commission at the time this
section goes into effect™ of_wﬁg hold "a state charter issuved in or prior to the year
1913 which charter authorizes a company to engage in the telephone business:"

The application recitgs_that the Applicant curreéntly possesses a
certificate(s) of public'ésﬁveﬁience and necessity and/or state charter(s) and would, -
therefore, appear to be eiegPt from the requirements of the newly enacted |
legislation. The Applicant has on file with the Commission exchange boundary maps
which portray .the area in which the Applicant renders telephone service.

The application recites that the Applicant's original certificate(s) znd/or
charter(s) may not accurately déécribe the area it currently serves in every
particular. The applicétion also recites fhat in an- attempt to provide comprehensive
service to virtually ail areas within the state, telephome compzanies, such as

Applicant, may have expanded upon their original certificated areas through changes

in their exchange boundary maps, some of which may have been made at the urging of

the Commission.

The Applicant states. that it is not seeking a new certificate for any
expansion or contraction of the authority it currently exercises, but merely seeks an
acknowledgemeﬁt and recognition by the Commission that the Applicant's present
operations are, in fact, consistent with its existing certificate(s) and/or

charter(s). By the instant application Applicant hopes to make it unnecessary to



file a request for a certificate of service authority pursuant to the newly enacted

legislation in order to continue to provide telephone service to the area it

presently serves.

Based on the recommendations of its Staff, the Commission is of the 0p1e10n
that the instant application should be granted. In the Commission's opinion the
grant of the instant application will not result in gz change in the authority of any
telephone company.

The Staff'sg recommendation indicates that there may be a disagreement
between the Staff and the Applicant as to whether or not the Applicant has both
interLATA and intralATA interexchange authority. The Staff does not disagree that
~ the Applicant has intral.ATA interexchange aﬁthority, but it is the Staff's position
that the Applicant does not possess interLATA interexchange authority.

The Commission need not make any determination at this time respecting any
question of whether the Applicant possesses ieterLAIA interexchange authority to
render telephone service.

It is, therefore,

ORDERED: 1. That Orchard Farm Telephone Ccmpany be, and is, hereby
authorized to provide telephone service to the public w1th1n those areas in the State
of Missouri depicted by its exchange boundary maps in the following listed tariff
sheets on file with this Commission and within those areas that, as a result of

lawfully approved revisions in exchange boundary meps, may be redefined in the

future:

P.S5.C. Mo. No. 4

Orchard Farm, Original Sheet No. 8



ORDERED: 2. That this Order shall become effective om the 27th day of

September, 1987.

- BY THE COMMISSION

oo 5, [

Harvey G, Hubbs
Secretary

(SEAL)

Steinmeier, Chm., Musgrave, Mueller,
Hendren and Fischer, CC., Concur.

Szt

(



STATE OF MISSOURI
PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

At a Session of the Public Service
Commission held at its office
in Jefferson City on the 18th
day of September, 1987,

CASE NO. TA-88-39

In the matter of Stoutland

Telephone Company for a restatement
of its certificate of public
convenience and necessity.

ORDER

On September 4, 1987, Stoutland Telephone Company (Applicant) filed an
application seeking an order of this Commission restating the Applicant's existing
authority to provide telephone service to the public to be consistent with the

Applicant's existing tariffs and exchange boundary maps countained therein on file

. ..
with this Comm<sszivn and within those areas that, as a result of lawfully approved

—_—

revisions in its tariffs and its exchange boundary maps contained therein, may bse

e

redefined in the future.

The Commission's utility staff has examined the Commission's records,
including the filed tariffs of the Applicant, aéd has recommended that the
application be approved. In reliance upon the verified application and the
recommendations of its Staff, the Commission is of the opinien that a hearing is

unnecessary to resolve the issues herein and finds and concludes as follows:

Applicant is a corporation existing under the laws of the State of Missouri

with its principal office and Place of business at 10 North Garth, Columbia, Missouri

65201. Applicant owns and operatea telephone limes within the State of Missouri,

over which its conducts the business of affording telephone communications for hire,

and is a "telephone corporation”, and "public utility" as those terms are defined by




Section 386.020, RSMo 1986, As such, Applicant is subject to the supervigion,

regulation and jurisdiction of the Commineion.

Sexrdon 392.410,1 of the Ravised S;Ftutea of Misscuri, to be effective '

September 28, 1387, provides :h;éhh{:]o telecommunicationg company not exempt from
_qhisnggysgction shall transact &y business i this state until it shall have
obtained a certificate of service authority from the commission pursuant to the
provisions of this chapter....” fhe subject legislation also provides an exemption
from the prohibition for those telecomaunications companies who possess "a
certificate of public convenience and necessity from the commission at the time this
section goes Into effect” or who hold "a state charter issued in or prior to the year
1913 which charter authorizes a company to engage in the telephone busgsipess.”

The application recites that the Applicant currently possesses a
certificate(s) of public convenience and necegsity and/or state charter(s) and would,
therefore, appear to be exempt from the requirements of the newly enacted
legislation. The Applicant has on file with the Commission exchange boundary maps
which portray the area in which the Applicant renders telephome service.

The application recites that the Applicant's original certificate(s) and/or
charter(s) may not accurately describe the area it currently serves in every
particular. The application alsc recites that 1; an attempt to provide comprehensive

service to virtually all areas within the state, telephone companies, such as

Applicant, may have expanded upon their original certificated areas through chaggq

in their exchange boundary maps, some of which may have been made at the urging of

the Commission.

The Applicant states that it is not seeking a new certificate for any

expansion or contraction of the authority it currently exercises, but merely seeks an
acknowledgement and recognition by the Commission that the Applicant's present

operatlions are, in fact, cousistent with its evisting certificate(s) and/or

charter(s}). By the instant application Applicant hopeg to make it unnecesiary to



® e

file a request for a certificate of service authority pursuantlto the newly enacted
legislation in order to continue to provide telephone service to the area it
presently serves.

Based on the recommendations of its Staff, the Commission is of the opinion
that the instant application should be granted. In the Commission’s opinion the
grant of the instant appiication will not result in a change in the authority of any
telephone company.

The Staff's recommendation indicates that there may be a disagreement

between the Staff and the Applicant as to whether or not the Applicant has bothﬁ;

interLATA and intralATA interexchange authcrity. The Staff does not disagree that ae
the Applicant has intralATA interexchange authority, but it is the Staff's position
that the Applicant does not possess interLATA interexchange authority.

The Commission need not make any determination at this time respecting any
question of whether the Applicant possesses interLATA interexchange authority to
render telephone service.

It is, therefor;;

ORDERED: 1. That Stoutland Telephone Company be, and is, hereby
avthorized to provide telephone servicé to the public within those areas in the State
of Missouri depicted by its exchange boundary maps in the f?llowing listed tariff-
sheets on {ilz with this Commission and within those areas ;gat, as a result of
lawfully approved revisicns in exchange boundary maps, may be redefined in the
Futirer "

P.s.c" HO. —Ndo 2

Stoutland, lst Revised Sheet No. 3

Eldridge, Original Sheet No. 3.}



' ORDERED: 2, That this Order shall become effective on the 27th day of

September, 1987,

BY THE COMMISSION I

Lo s, S,
™~ r{am ﬁibs

Secretary

(SEAL)

Steinmeier, Chm., Musgrave, Mueller,
Hendren and Fischer, CC., Concur.




