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APPENDIX 

STATEMENT OF QUALIFICATIONS  
WILLIAM R. DAVIS 

 
I received a Bachelor of Science in Economics from Illinois State University in 2002.  I 

subsequently received a Master of Science in Economics with an emphasis on electricity, natural 

gas, and telecommunications economics from Illinois State University in 2003.  I had several 

internships during my college career, including an internship with Illinois Power Company.  

Upon completion of my master’s degree I began working full-time for Caterpillar, Inc. at its 

corporate headquarters in Peoria, Illinois as an Advanced Quantitative Analyst in the Business 

Intelligence Group, with the primary duties of performing economic and sales analyses.  In May 

2005, I joined Ameren Services as a Load Research and Forecasting Specialist in Corporate 

Planning.  My duties included electricity and natural gas forecasting, load research, weather 

normalization, and various other sales analyses.  In September 2007, I became a Senior Load 

Research Specialist and then moved to the Resource Planning Group in March 2009.  In October 

2011, I became a Senior Corporate Planning Analyst. 


