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Background Paper

The Mobilehome Park Inspection Program
Hearing II
November 17, 1997
Pismo Beach, California

Purpose

Mobilehome parks in California currently undergo a complete health and safety code
inspection at least once every seven years under a program which began in 1991 but
sunsets at the end of 1998. The purpose of the November 17, 1997 hearing is to take up
where the previous February 18, 1997 hearing left off in considering issues concerning
extension of the Mobilehome Park Inspection Program in one form or another beyond
1998 and to discuss the provisions of Senate Bill 485, the only legislation now pending
which would extend the program. :

Historical Introduction

As far back as 1920, state regulations governed health and safety in auto camps, the
predecessor of mobilehome parks. The modern Mobilehome Parks Act was adopted by
the Legislature in 1967, giving the Commission (now Department) of Housing and
Community Development (HCD) authority to regulate the construction, use, maintenance,
and occupancy of mobilehome parks and the installation, use, maintenance and occupancy
of mobilehomes located in those parks.

Specific health and safety requirements, such as set back requirements for mobilehomes
from their lot lines, the height of mobilehome stairway risers, or the length of gas
connectors, for example, are spelled out, not in statute, but by department regulations,
commonly known as “Title 25” (Chapter 2, Division 1, Title 25 of the California Code of
Regulations). See the addendum for areas specifically covered by regulation.

Inspection of mobilehome parks is carried out by either HCD or by local governments,
where the local agency has agreed to assume the inspection duties from the Department.
HCD retains the largest share of inspection responsibilities, however, with over 2/3rds of
the state’s parks. 85 local agencies have opted to assume park enforcement duties.

HCD has about 38 inspectors statewide operating in conjunction with 6 district offices and
two main offices, one in Sacramento and one in Riverside, who perform a variety of tasks,
including farm worker housing as well as park and installation inspections. Enforcement
agencies issue some 5,070 mobilehome parks, with about 376,000 spaces or lots, annual
permits to operate. Regulations are enforced by inspection at the time of the construction
of the park and as a condition of granting the initial permit to operate. A statutorily set
$25 fee per park, plus $2 per space, is charged for the annual permit to operate. Prior to
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1974, regular inspections of existing mobilehome parks were carried out on a biennial
basis, but with the repeal of that provision in 1973 most inspections, prior to enactment of
the Mobilehome Park Inspection Program, have been carried out only on a complaint
basis. Complaints to HCD normally are required to.be filed on forms provided by the
Department, or, in a life threatening or emergency situation complaints are taken by
phone. HCD complaints are reviewed at the field office level where they are prioritized as
to urgency and then assigned to an inspector, who makes an appointment with the park
manager to inspect the park. A complaint inspection is normally limited to the matter
addressed by the complaint and is not an inspection of the whole park.

Mobilehome Park Inspection Program

Due to increasing complaints about code violations in mobilehome parks and the lack of a
regular inspection program, in 1990, the Legislature passed AB 925 (O’Connell), which
established the Mobilehome Park Inspection Program. The new program mandated that
HCD and local enforcement agencies, during a five year period, inspect every
mobilehome park and the mobilehome lots in those parks at least once to assure that code
requirements for parks and the installation of mobilehomes in those parks were being met.

Priority of inspection was to be given to parks where the enforcement agency believed the
most serious violations existed. An additional $4 per space per year was added to the
annual permit to operate fee to support the program, $2 paid by the park owner and $2
permitted to be passed through to homeowners. The program originally was sunsetted on
January 1, 1997.

Later, due to complaints about enforcement, the Legislature modified the program to give
enforcement agencies the discretion not to issue a notice of violation where they
determined the violation was not a matter of health or safety. Due to various delays in
inspecting parks under the program, due to exigencies created by the Northridge
Earthquake, the Legislature also extended the one-time inspection program to seven years,
with a new sunset date of January 1, 1999.

Program Implementation

Implementation of the Mobilehome Park Inspection Program began in 1992, with HCD
developing a process known as the “pre-inspection conference”. The inspector sets up a
appointment with the park owner or manager up to 60 days prior to the formal inspection
date to explain the inspection process, provide notices to be posted in the park, and deliver
inspection booklets for the park operator to distribute to residents informing them of the
upcoming inspection and what is required.

Initial inspections are normally conducted no sooner than 30, or later than 60, days of the
date posted on the notice. Inspectors wear blue vests with the Department insignia and
carry HCD identification cards. Inspectors record all conditions in the park which don’t
comply with the.law or regulations. Each mobilehome space and all park common areas
are inspected, including recreational facilities, pools, lighting systems, streets, utility
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systems and homes. Inspections are, however, to the exterior of the home, and inspectors
do not go inside. Regulations are not retroactive, so a park or installation built in
accordance with regulations in effect at the time of construction are grandfathered in,
unless there is a hazard to health and safety, in which case compliance with current
regulations will be required.

Whenever a violation requiring correction is discovered, a notice of violation is issued to
park owners and managers for park violations, and to homeowners for mobilehome
violations with a copies to the park. Normally, 30 days are allowed to correct a violation.
There are 4 violation categories: _

Category A: Imminent hazards requiring immediate correction - will be issued on the spot
and may require disconnection of electrical, gas, or other utilities. The inspector will
return to verify correction. An example is bare electrical wiring or leaky gas connections.
Category B: Unreasonable risks to health and safety requiring correction within 30 days -
will be issued by mail through HCD’s automated notice system. The inspector will return
to verify correction. An example is a faulty staircase riser or handrail.

Category C: Risks to health and safety for which there is no time limit for correction and
the inspector will not return to verify correction. An example is a home or accessory
structure which encroaches 2 inches over a setback requirement.

Category D: Technical violations which are recorded but for which no notice is issued.
An example is an accessory which was installed without a permit 10 years ago, but which
does not present a health and safety hazard.

Re-inspections for categories A and B are conducted as soon as practical after the
expiration of the time for correction of the violation. If re-inspection reveals that
previously cited violations are still uncorrected, a second notice of violation is issued.

Where the park owner or a homeowner disputes a citation, an informal conference is held
at their request with the enforcement agency’s supervisory personnel concerning the
violation, failure to correct or granting of additional time to correct the violation. Within
5 days, the enforcement agency renders a decision to the disputing party to either enforce,
modify, or eliminate the disputed notice of violation. Where a park owner or homeowner
refuses to correct a Category A or B violation, after several notices and time to correct
has expired, ultimately the enforcement agency may refer the violation to the local district
attorney for prosecution as a misdemeanor.

Program Problem Areas

Six years into the program, it is mostly mobilehomeowners from whom the vast majority
of complaints to legislators’ offices about inspections have been received. Perhaps, this is
because the majority of violations relate to the mobilehome installations and lots as
opposed to the park common areas. Problem areas and complaints can be broken down as
follows:

Double Standard: Some homeowners point out that they would not be subject to an
inspection (except pursuant to a complaint or their own request for a building permit) if
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they lived in a conventional home. Unless there is a complaint involving a serious health
and safety problem, they say an owner’s mobilehome should be just as much his/her castle
as the owner of a conventional home, and inspectors should mind their own business.
Mobilehome owners are discriminated against, and the inspection program has created a
double standard.

Inspector Harassment: Some homeowners contend that inspectors have nailed them for
inconsequential technicalities (leaves accumulated near the home, a loose stairway railing,
dented skirting), citing them with notices that threaten criminal prosecution unless they fix
or correct the violations. Some inspectors are allegedly belligerent. One woman
complained she was cited for having a pile of leaves which had not yet been picked up and
put in her garbage. She subsequently cleaned them up, but the day before the inspector
returned a windstorm brought down more leaves, and she was cited a second time and
verbally berated by the inspector for not having corrected the problem the first time.
Others complain that some inspectors play favorites - ignoring some violations while citing
other homeowners for the same thing.

Park Owner Harassment: Some homeowners claim that park inspectors are sometimes in
collusion with the park manager - that the inspector meets with the manager for coffee,
the manager briefs the inspector on the “trouble makers” in the park, and the inspector
subsequently picks on them and ignores the manager’s friends. Lastly, many homeowners
object to HCD’s policy of giving the park owner a copy of the homeowner’s violations, so
that in some cases management can harass, intimidate or even threaten the homeowner
with eviction. They point out the homeowner doesn’t get a copy of the park owner’s
violations and enforcement should be a matter between the homeowner and the
enforcement agency. '

Program Cost: Over the years, a number of homeowners have objected to the $2 per
space fee which they pay to support the Mobilehome Park Inspection Program. Those
who have been cited for violations are particularly angry that they have to continue to pay
for a program which “singles” them out. Others object to the fact that their parks have
never been inspected and they are paying for the cost of other park inspections, while
nothing is done about the problems in their park. Recently, with the current debate over
SB 485, HCD has contended that the program does not pay for itself, and the current $4
(32 from homeowners and $2 from park owners) fees are inadequate, but HCD does not
indicate how much the fees would have to be increased to plug the "deficit."

Cost of Correcting Violations: Another bone of contention is the cost to the homeowner
of correcting violations which are cited. In some cases, carports which jut over the lot
line or oversized storage sheds have been cited and have to be removed and/ or rebuilt.
Stairways with incorrect risers have to be rebuilt, or awnings or skirting replaced. In some
cases, this can run into hundreds if not thousands of dollars, money which some residents,
particularly seniors on fixed income, are hard pressed to find. There are no state
rehabilitation or loan programs for which mobilehome owners in this predicament can
qualify, and there are very few local housing programs which provide assistance for
inspection repairs. Many mobilehome owners, especially those who have recently
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purchased a used mobilehome, also believe it is unfair that they are stuck with the cost of
repairing code violations, of which they were not aware when they purchased the home.

Local vs. State Control: Although the Department of Housing has ultimate responsibility
for the inspection of California’s mobilehome parks, HCD is actually the enforcement
agency for 2/3rds of these parks. The rest have either been retained or assumed by local
governments. Some local agencies, such as San Diego County, have had such
enforcement authority over mobilehome parks since the beginning, some pre-dating the
creation of HCD. A few, like the City of Oceanside, have agreed to assume jurisdiction
more recently, due to disagreements over how HCD was operating the program. But
many more local jurisdictions - 30 in number - such as the City of San Jose, gave up
jurisdiction because they claimed the program was too costly to operate with the
inspection program.

Inspection fees, annual permit to operate fees, and other fees associated with the
installation of mobilehomes, parks and their inspection, are set by state regulation. Local
governments cannot charge a higher fee to operate their programs than the state allows.
Representatives of some local governments claim they can do a better job than the state.
According to a 1994 HCD report, however, generally local governments issue fewer
violations, have fewer appeals, and many have no statistics or keep no records on which to
report findings on the inspections. The question, then, is the adequacy of the inspections.
In any case, constituents are often baffled at which agency - state or local - has
jurisdiction in their community, and those not happy with the way the agency is
conducting inspections favor shifting the inspection responsibility to another level.

Too Slow to Inspect: Some mobilehome owners have criticized enforcement agencies as
being to slow to inspect mobilehome parks. Some mobilehome owners are particularly
critical of the fact that they pay $2 extra per year for the program and have yet to see an
inspector in their park. In 1990, HCD had more than 50 inspectors statewide working out
of 10 field or regional offices. Today, there are only 38 state inspectors operating out of 8
offices. The inspectors not only conduct AB 925 park inspections but also re-inspections
of violations cited and repaired, inspect farm worker housing, RV parks, and new
mobilehome installations, among other duties. Appeals by those cited for violations
exceeded HCD’s expectations and necessitated additional time re-inspecting violations in
parks which had already been inspected.

In 1994, the Northridge Earthquake required HCD to shut down the Mobilehome Park

" Inspection Program in Southern California for a number of months, and either shut it
down or slow in down in other parts of the state, in order to divert inspectors to Los
Angeles and Ventura counties to inspect and issue permits for the re-installation of more
than 4,000 mobilehomes which fell off their support structures or foundation systems
during the earthquake. The result was that the inspection program fell further behind the
eight ball. Not even 30% of the parks under HCD jurisdiction had been inspected at the
end of 1994, as the program had already passed its halfway mark. This is one of the
reasons the Legislature had to extend the sunset from 5 to 7 years, to ensure there would
be sufficient time to inspect all of California’s parks in one cycle as the Legislature had
originally intended.
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Earlier Hearing & New Legislation

On February 18, 1997, the Senate Select Committee held a hearing in Sacramento
concerning the Park Inspection Program and its extension after 1998. As a result, Senate
Bill 485 (Craven) was introduced February 20, 1997 to extend the program one additional
7 year cycle until 2007. But HCD, claiming a $1/2 million deficit in the program,
indicated it would oppose the bill unless SB 485 included sufficient authority for a fee
increase above the $4 level to make the program pay for itself. The Department did not
indicate how the deficit had been plugged in previous years or in what amount the fees
should be increased. Because of concerns expressed by the Department of Housing and
Community Development and the Department of Finance, the bill was amended May 23,

1997 to make the 7 year cycle a 10 year cycle, in order to reduce costs, and the bill passed
the Senate on a vote of 38-0.

Meanwhile, in order to assuage mobilehome park residents, many of whom remained
critical about the program, SB 485 was also amended in the Assembly on June 24, 1997 to
respond to some issues they brought up at the February hearing. Specifically the
amendments provide more time to correct citations, eliminate the copy of resident
violations from being automatically provided by the enforcement agency to the park
owner, delete reference to “misdemeanor” in the initial notices, and provide for a pre-
inspection conference or orientation for homeowners by the enforcement agency.
Subsequently, HCD announced official opposition to SB 485, and the hearing on SB 485
in the Assembly Housing Committee was put over until 1998. SB 485 is now a 2 year bill.
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The Mobilehome Park Inspection Program
November 17, 1997 Hearing
Pismo Beach, California

Hearing Addendum: Title 25

Generally, Title 25 regulations cover the following areas relating to mobilehome parks:
1. Administration and Enforcement: plans, applications, permits, fees, local enforcement.
2. Park General Requirements: lot identification, lot lines, park roadways, lighting, etc.

3. Electrical Requirements: distribution systems, lot service equipment, grounding, high
voltage, voltage drop, design requirements, feeder assemblies and receptacles, etc.

4. Fuel Gas Requirements: pipe size, meters, mechanical protection, shut-off valves,
connectors, LPG, etc.

5. Plumbing Requirements: drains, traps, venting, pipe size, sewage disposal, shut-off
valves, lot water service outlets, etc.

6. Fire Protection Standards: interface with local regulations, lot installations, hydrants,
hose couplings, etc.

7. Home Installations and Facilities: foundation systems, pier structures, tie-downs, roof
load, wind load, leveling, utility connectors, set-back requirements, exit facilities,
certificate of occupancy, etc.

8. Earthquake Resistant Bracing Systems: permits, installation requirements, calculation
and test procedures, inspection, etc.

9. Permanent Buildings in the Park: construction, electrical, plumbing, fire protection,
local regulations, etc.

10. Mobilehome Accessory Structures: location, cabanas, awnings, carports, porches,
stairways, ramadas, storage cabinets, fences, etc.

11. Maintenance, Use and Occupancy Requirements: manager to be available, animals, lot
occupancy, lot identification, driveway access, roadways, rubbish, substandard homes and
accessories, emergency information, abatement, hearings, inspection, notice, etc.

12. Conferences & Appeals: informal conferences, appeals, review of local agency
enforcement orders.
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The Mobilehome Park Inspection Program
November 17, 1997 Hearing
Pismo Beach, California

Selected Issues Addressed at the Hearing

Among others, the following are selected issues which witnesses or others may wish to
address before the committee on the Mobilehome Park Inspection Program:

1. Is the Park Inspection Program worth continuing? Should a time certain health and
safety inspection be required of every park (every 5, 7, 10 years), such as the current Park
Inspection Program, or are inspections on a complaint basis adequate to deal with the
most serious violations in mobile parks, as was the status of inspections prior to 1991?

2. What is an adequate inspection? Should there be more specific legislative standards for
both HCD and local agencies to follow in terms of the level of inspections?

3. Should jurisdiction for inspections continue to be split between local governments and
the state? Is the level of enforcement the same? Are mobilehome owners and mobile park
owners getting equal treatment in different jurisdictions in terms of response time,
adequacy of inspections, appeals, etc.? Should local governments even be involved in the
Program?

4. SB 485, as amended, would prohibit the enforcement agency from continuing to
provide park owners with automatic copies of citations against homeowners. Why should
park owners receive automatic copies of homeowner citations, which are sometimes used
by unscrupulous managers to harass homeowners? Shouldn’t HCD deal directly with
homeowners for homeowner violations and park owners for park owner violations, rather
than trying to get park owners to enforce compliance for HCD ?

5. Should the enforcement agency provide homeowners with better notice and assistance?
Should homeowners receive direct notice of the impending inspection, rather than through
the park owner? Should the enforcement agency conduct park or community forums, as
envisioned by SB 485, prior to the inspections to make homeowners aware of their
responsibilities and the enforcement agency’s procedures?

6. What steps can be taken by the enforcement agency to make inspections less
intimidating and threatening for the mobilehome homeowner, a common complaint heard
by legislators?

7. How can lower income mobilehome owners correct violations when they cannot afford
to do so? Will these people end up being evicted because they cannot repair code
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Issues re: Park Inspections
November 17, 1997 Hearing
Page 2

violations? What programs or sources of funds are or could be made available for
rehabilitation and repair (grants or loans) for those who have no other means to make
these repairs?

8. Should mobilehome park owners and mobilehome owners be given a longer period of
time than the initial 30 days and one or two 30 day extensions to correct citations, such as
SB 485 would envision? Should the financial burden to the homeowner be taken into
consideration in granting such allowances?

9. What suggestions do you have for designing alternative programs? Is seven years or
ten years too long or short a period for an inspection cycle (the number of years it takes to
inspect all parks once within the state). Should older parks or parks with a record of
problems be inspected more frequently (perhaps every 3 years) while newer parks or those
with a good record be inspected less frequently (perhaps every 10 years)? Could or
should park inspections be "contracted out" to private inspectors, as an option?

10. Currently, some local agencies keep no records of park inspections. Other agencies,
including the state, purge their records periodically. Should records of park inspection
violations and corrections be kept by all enforcement agencies to document the health and
safety history of particular parks for at least 10 years?

11. Currently the annual per space fee to support the Mobilehome Park Inspection
Program is $4 (32 park owner, $2 homeowner). If the program cannot continue to be
operated at this level of funding, do you support a fee increase on park owners /
homeowners, and how much should the increase be?

12. A number of mobilehome owners complain that they are cited for the same kind of
violation which exists next door, yet that neighbor is never cited, and that in this fashion
inspectors sometimes - at the invitation of the park manager - pick and choose favorites
for harassment. How can the problem of alleged inspector "harassment" of homeowners
be addressed?

###
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TRANSCRIPT OF HEARING II OF
THE SENATE SELECT COMMITTEE ON MOBILE & MANUFACTURED HOMES

THE MOBILEHOME PARK INSPECTION PROGRAM

Veterans Memorial Building, Pismo Beach, CA
November 17, 1997

SENATOR O’CONNELL: We will begin, the hour of 10 o’clock having arrived. My name is
Jack O’Connell and I represent this area in the California State Senate, and I certainly want to
welcome all of you today. This is the Select Committee on Mobilehomes for the California State
Senate and it’s very, very nice to be here, certainly a beautiful day. We are being joined by our co-
hosts, Councilmembers Halddin and Reiss, who do a great job representing the City of Pismo
Beach. Welcome, glad to have you here. We are just getting started.

I want to, again, welcome everyone and thank you for coming. This is a very important
committee hearing. We had a similar hearing in Sacramento at the State Capitol in February,
earlier this year, chaired by our chairperson, Senator Bill Craven who is just really the guru of
mobilehome issues in Sacramento. Unfortunately, Senator Craven is ill and is not able to attend,
but he did ask me to convene this hearing and to extend his appreciation to all of you for the work
in the past that you have done on key mobilehome issues. He will be receiving a report, actually
later today, from John Tennyson, who is the chief consultant to our committee, and I will be
introducing John later today. Senator Ralph Dills, who is also a member of the committee, asked
me to extend his regrets. He, too, is ill and is unable to make it here today.

Our hearing is being recorded. There will be a transcript that will be available in about three or
four weeks, and if you would like a copy, please let Mr. Tennyson know, upon conclusion of the
hearing today. But, I tell you that we are being recorded by State Senate personnel, who are here
with us today -- Kent Oliver, who is over at the side, and also Lucio Lopez in the back. They are
State Senate Sergeants, who act as security and are the official recorders for our hearing today.
So, it is important that you speak up. We have one microphone that will help you more than it
will help any of us up here. And, it is also important that we keep the noise down to a minimum
because one of the problems with electronic recording -- and that is why courts still use the court
reporters -- is the microphone will pick up other conversations. So, if you need to talk, we will
ask you to please step outside and if you are speaking here, it is very important that you identify
yourself early on for the people that are transcribing. John brought some good mobilehome
information -- current regulations which have recently been promulgated by Housing and
Community Development, mobilehome legislation that’s pending that Senator Craven has
surrounding the whole issue of park inspections, and we have some good information at the back
table. And, any other information that you desire, you can let John know, you can let me know. 1
have a couple of staff people here, as well. So, that’s good background information, I think, for
us.

About ten years ago, the mobilehome interests, the GSMOL, the park owners and I started
meeting with Senator Craven to try to put together a home inspection program. The result was
that in 1990 we had legislation signed which put together a game plan, a framework, really, for



SENATOR O’CONNELL

inspections to occur. We had, initially, thought or conceived that we would have every
mobilehome park in the state of California inspected at least once over a five year period of time.
The inspections could be done either by local inspection authorities or they could be conducted by
HCD. It would be financed by a fee - $2 per mobilehome resident per year, and also the park
owner would pay $2 per space times the number of spaces he or she might have. We had the bill
signed, as I mentioned, in 1990. We realized that it was unrealistic after a couple of years because
of the Northridge earthquake. All the HCD people had to help repair parks that had been
damaged by the Northridge earthquake. We had other problems around the state, and we realized
that the five year program was unrealistic and we ultimately extended it to a seven year program,
as a result of Senator Craven’s legislation a couple of years ago.

So, in 1999 the program is due to sunset. Something we need to discuss today is the cut off date.
I know that talking with people like Senator McPherson and Assemblyman Granlund and others
who have been really in the forefront of mobilehome issues, our offices have received many
concerns and complaints surrounding the program. And, so part of the issue of what we want to
discuss today is how we can improve, and if we should try to improve, the mobilehome inspection
program. Senator Craven has the bill that most of us have been trying to provide input with and
hopefully this hearing today will result in a game plan where we can put together a bill that will be
a compromise bill. My definition of the perfect political compromise is one where no one leaves
perfectly happy, and so, we are trying to see what issues -- kind of a wish list, if you will, from
both the residents, the park owners, the inspection agencies. It is really going to be a difficult task
but one from which we hopefully can make some suggestions to Senator Craven.

I know there are some issues concerning the level of funding, and HCD has said that the current
funding mechanism is now inadequate. The length of the program might need to be adjusted so
that what initially started as a five year program and then became a seven year program, may need
to go up to ten years before every park can be inspected. So, those are some of the things we
need to talk about. The main bill has passed the Senate. It’s in the Assembly, so that’s what we
need to try to address. We tried to invite the key players, actually the key players throughout the
state of California on mobilehome issues are in this room today, so we are hopeful that over the
next two and a half hours we can reach, if not consensus, at least get some ideas and further flush
out some of the issues. We want to try to see what improvements we can make. Who should do
the inspections? If we can redesign the program. Ifit is a program that was well intended, but
simply has outlived its usefulness, we need to hear that as well. So, there is no preconceived
agenda. We’re here to learn. This is not a lynch mob mentality committee. If you know Senator
McPherson, and you know me and you know Mr. Tennyson, and others, that’s not our style. So,
if you came here to hang<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>