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RULE 29.6 STATEMENT 

Pursuant to Supreme Court Rule 29.6, PeopleConnect, Inc. (“PeopleConnect”) 

hereby states that it is a wholly-owned subsidiary of PeopleConnect Holdings, Inc., a non-

public Delaware corporation, and PCHI Parent, Inc., a non-public Delaware corporation.  

No publicly held corporation owns 10% or more of PeopleConnect’s stock.  

PeopleConnect, Inc. has no publicly held affiliates. 
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