Appendix D: Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing
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Executive Summary
Existing federal law requires departments and agencies to administer programs relating to
housing in a way that affirmatively furthers fair housing. These obligations extend to state and
local governments that receive funds or contract with the federal government. For example, a
local government receiving Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) dollars directly
from the federal government is obligated to affirmatively further fair housing; under federal
law this included completing an assessment of fair housing to inform the consolidated plan. As
of January 1, 2019, AB 686 extends the obligation to affirmatively further fair housing to all
public agencies in the State of California. AB 686 makes changes to Housing Element Law to
ensure the long-standing duty to affirmatively further fair housing is part of the housing
element of the general plan. Every jurisdiction is responsible for self-identifying internal
constraints to furthering fair housing, as well as developing goals and programs that will be
implemented to remove identified barriers and improve access to p.
This discussion incorporates planning and analysis, which is collectively referred to as an
assessment of fair housing (AFH), generally includes:



A summary of fair housing issues in the City of Tustin and an assessment of the
jurisdiction’s fair housing enforcement and outreach capacity; and
An analysis and summary of fair housing issues and identification of trends and
patterns within the City of Tustin in comparison to surrounding cities and the larger
Orange County region, including the topics of:
o Integration and segregation;
o Racially or ethnically concentrated areas of poverty;
o Disparities in access to opportunity, including for persons with disabilities; and
o Disproportionate housing needs (such as overpayment, overcrowding, housing
conditions disproportionately affecting protected classes), and displacement risk.

This analysis utilized available federal, state, and local data and knowledge to identify trends
and patterns in fair housing issues and identification of trends and patterns within the City of
Tustin. Orange County’s Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (AI) was prepared in
May 2020 and contains a thorough examination of structural barriers to fair housing choice and
access to opportunity for members of historically marginalized groups protected from
discrimination by the federal Fair Housing Act (FHA) within Orange County. The AI also
outlines fair housing priorities and goals to overcome fair housing issues. In addition, the AI
lays out meaningful strategies that can be implemented to achieve progress towards the
County’s obligation to affirmatively furthering fair housing. The AI was prepared in
consultation with Orange County jurisdictions, including the City of Tustin, and with input
from a wide range of stakeholders through a community participation process. Barriers to fair
housing choice specific to the City of Tustin that were identified in the County AI and the
commitments of the City to address identified barriers were incorporated into this AFH
regarding. Supplemental data analysis was conducted to further understand potential fair
housing issues within the context of AFH topics at the city-level.
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The following table provides a summary of the results regarding each topic required to be
analyzed as part of this AFH assessment.
AFH Topic Area
Fair Housing Enforcement
and Outreach Capacity

Integration and Segregation

Summary
The Fair Housing Foundation provides fair housing services
for Tustin, along with various other cities in Orange and Los
Angeles Counties. During the 2018-2019 Fiscal Year, the Fair
Housing Foundation successfully assisted the City with
combatting housing discrimination through managing twelve
allegation cases and one discrimination case for Tustin
residents. Monthly fair housing workshops that cover a variety
of topics continue to be held for both residents and landlords.
Cases are handled as presented in a timely fashion.










Racially and Ethnically
Concentrated Areas

Access to Opportunities

There were no areas of high segregation and poverty
identified within the city. Highest resource areas are
within the northern portion of the city and the lowest
resource areas are to the south.
Minority populations are concentrated predominately
within the central portion of the city.
Dissimilarity index scores identified high segregation
between Black/White and Hispanic/White
populations. Similarly, isolation index scores indicated
high isolation of White and Hispanic populations.
City population has relatively low percentages of
persons with disability.
Tustin has a slightly higher proportion of families with
children (52.64 percent) than Orange County (47.84
percent).
The lowest percentages of low or moderate income
(LMI) population are within the northern portion of the
city and the highest percentages of LMI populations are
to the south.

Tustin does not include racially/ethnically-concentrated areas
of poverty (RECAPs); however, the southern portion of the
city, near Irvine and Santa Ana, are higher in percentages of
population considered poverty status. The City of Tustin has a
lower median income than Orange County, but overall
percentage of the White population is almost identical. Both
income and White populations tend to be concentrated within
the northern portion of the city.


According to State opportunity maps, highest resource
areas were identified within census tracts 0524.19,
0756.06, and 0756.07. Seven census tracts were
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Disproportionate Housing
Needs









Other Contributions





Sites Inventory



considered “low resource”. High resource census tracts
were identified predominately within the northern
portion of the city, while the low resource census tracts
were predominately within the southern portion of the
city.
According to opportunity map scores, Non-Hispanic
Whites and Asians have much higher access than do
Blacks and Hispanics.
Low resource areas and populations tended to have
low education and environment scores.
A higher percent of non-White households experienced
housing problems than White households in Tustin.
Non-White households that experienced the greatest
proportion of housing problems include Hispanic
(71.19 percent), Black (62.40 percent), and Native
American (50.00 percent).
The same trend occurred for the county population.
A higher proportion of households are considered
overcrowded in southern Tustin, which overlaps with
census tracts that contain greater proportions of
minority population and low-income households.
According to the 2020 AI, displacement of residents due
to economic pressures may be a significant contributing
factor to fair housing issues in Orange County and, in
particular, in parts of Orange County that have
historically had concentrations of low-income Hispanic
and Vietnamese residents.
According to 2015-2019 American Community Survey
(ACS) data, 50.3 percent of households are owneroccupied, compared to 49.7 percent of renter-occupied.
Both city and county trends from 2010 to 2019 show
that rentals are becoming increasingly more popular.
Within Orange County, Black loan-applicants were the
only racial or ethnic category whose majority of
applications (less than 50 percent) did not result in an
originated loan for the purposes of refinancing and
home improvement.
Housing units in the sites inventory are concentrated in
the southwestern half of the city in tracts considered
lower resource (tracts 744.06, 744.07, 744.08, 755.12,
755.13, 755.14, 755.15). Several sites are located within
tract 755.07, which is identified as a moderate resource
area.
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Despite the lack of new affordable housing units being
introduced in northeastern, more affluent areas of the
City, online survey results indicated that 65% of
respondents chose the Tustin Legacy Specific Plan
(TLSP) Area as an area that is most appropriate to
develop more housing.
The City’s strategy to preserve affordable housing in
addition to developing other housing options within
identified sites will encourage a diverse housing market
that will attract people from all races and income levels
in these areas.
Goals identified within Section D.5 below would be
implemented citywide and support in furthering fair
housing within identified housing sites.
Tustin Legacy (Tract 744.15) is a Master Planned
Community that is currently being developed.
Although the tract has been identified as low resource,
it has been substantially enhanced with new resources
within recent years. Improvements include schools,
parks, community resources, employment centers,
transportation, and a variety of housing. With recent
improvements, the Tustin Legacy area surpasses other
areas in the City for livability and well-rounded
services for households with various income levels.

As identified in Section D.3, the following concerns have been identified regarding fair housing
issues:







Disparity in access to opportunity between the northeast (higher resources), where there
are predominate populations of White residents, and southwest (lower resources) of the
city, where there are predominate populations of Hispanic residents;
High segregation and severe housing issues for the city’s Black residents;
Concentrated female-headed households and LMI population within Census tract
755.14;
Lack of affordable housing opportunities for Hispanic residents; and
Disproportionate housing problems faced by large family households.

Factors that may contribute to these concerns include the following:





Lack of supply of affordable housing in high opportunity areas;
Inequal access to affordable housing for persons with protected characteristics;
Concentrated access to opportunity within high resource areas; and
Lack of education and enforcement, specifically to educate property owners/landlords
about State law prohibiting discrimination.

The City and County established goals to address fair housing concerns (Section D.5.1) which
were included in the 2020 County AI. Several goals are cross-jurisdictional goals; Orange
D-5

County and all participating jurisdictions have a role to play in implementing those goals. In
addition, the City of Tustin committed to individual, which respond to city-specific challenges.
Additionally, the City General Plan includes several goals that support in furthering fair
housing. If implemented, the goals and strategies identified will serve as an effective basis for
affirmatively furthering fair housing by reducing patterns of segregation, mitigating
displacement, addressing disproportionate housing needs, and increasing access to opportunity
for members of protected classes.

D.1. Overview of AB 686
In 2018, the California State Legislature passed AB 686 to expand upon the fair housing
requirements and protections outlined in the Fair Employment and Housing Act (FEHA). The
law:




requires all state and local public agencies to facilitate deliberate action to explicitly
address, combat, and relieve disparities resulting from past patterns of segregation to
foster more inclusive communities; and
creates new requirements that apply to all housing elements due for revision on or after
January 1, 2021.

The passage of AB 686 protects the requirement to affirmatively further fair housing within
California state law, regardless of future federal actions. It also preserves the strong policy in
the U.S. Department of Housing and Community Development’s (HUD) Affirmatively
Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH) Rule as published in the Federal Register in 2015.
As of January 1, 2019, AB 686 proactively applies the obligation to affirmatively further fair
housing to all public agencies in California. Public agencies must now examine existing and
future policies, plans, programs, rules, practices, and related activities and make proactive
changes to promote more inclusive communities.
AB 686 also creates new requirements for all housing elements revised on or after January 1,
2021. These requirements ensure that the obligation to affirmatively further fair housing is a
part of a jurisdiction’s planning process and guiding documents for community development.

D.2. Assessment of Fair Housing Issues
A fair housing issue is a condition in a geographic area of analysis that restricts fair housing
choice or access to opportunity and includes such conditions as ongoing local or regional
segregation or lack of integration, racially or ethnically concentrated areas of poverty and
affluence, significant disparities in access to opportunity, disproportionate housing needs, and
evidence of discrimination or violations of civil rights law or regulations related to housing.
This assessment of fair housing considers the elements and factors that cause, increase,
contribute to, maintain, or perpetuate segregation, racially or ethnically concentrated areas of
poverty, significant disparities in access to opportunity, and disproportionate housing needs.
Data and determinations below include findings from Orange County’s 2020 Analysis of
Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (2020 AI). The 2020 AI includes a thorough
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examination of structural barriers to fair housing choice and access to opportunity for
members of historically marginalized groups throughout Orange County protected from
discrimination by the federal Fair Housing Act (FHA). The 2020 AI also outlines fair
housing priorities and goals and meaningful strategies that can be implemented at the
county and city level to achieve progress towards affirmatively furthering fair housing.
The California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) has developed a
statewide AFFH Data Viewer, which assembles various data sources and provides options for
addressing each of the components within the full scope of the assessment of fair housing. The
AFFH Data Viewer was utilized to address the data components of new requirements to
affirmatively furthering fair housing in combination with other data such as local or regionally
available data. Other data sources used in this assessment include the 2010 U.S. Census,
American Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year Estimates, and other sources as referenced below.
Patterns were compared from the 2019 ACS 5-Year and the 2010 ACS 5-Year Census data to
identify trends within the jurisdiction.
Census tracts included the city of Tustin study area for this analysis include the following:















524.19 (overlaps North Tustin)
525.02
525.24
744.07 (overlaps Santa Ana)
744.08
755.04 (overlaps Santa Ana)
755.05
755.06 (overlaps Santa Ana)
755.07





755.12
755.13
755.14
755.15 (overlaps a small portion of
Santa Ana and a large portion of
Irvine)
756.06 (overlaps North Tustin)
756.07
757.01 (overlaps North Tustin)

Several census tracts overlap the city boundary but were excluded from the study area since a
substantial majority of the census tract falls within a neighboring jurisdiction as seen in Figure
1. Census tracts excluded from the study area include the following:






754.03
756.03
757.02
744.06
756.05

D.2.1. Fair Housing Enforcement and Outreach Capacity
The Fair Housing Foundation provides fair housing services for Tustin, along with various
other cities in Orange and Los Angeles Counties. The Foundation provides landlord-tenant
counseling and mediation, rental housing counseling, and community outreach and education.
In addition, the Foundation screens fair housing complaints, investigates through testing,
engages in conciliation or mediation efforts, and refer complaints to the appropriate
administrative agencies where appropriate.
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During the 2015-19 reporting period the County of Orange Urban County Jurisdiction took the
following actions (on its own or in cooperation with regional partners and the Fair Housing
Council of Orange County (FHCOC)) to overcome impediments to fair housing choice
identified in the 2020 AI:






Fair Housing Community Education – During 2015-19, the FHCOC regionally
conducted or participated in 467 education and/or outreach activities. Regionally, over
9,550 people were served by these activities. Through its various regional outreach
efforts FHCOC distributed over 82,130 pieces of literature on fair housing, its services
and other housing-related topics. Additionally, throughout Orange County FHCOC
held 32 training sessions for rental property owners/managers. FHCOC presented 16
fair housing seminars, 70 general fair housing workshops.
Fair Housing Enforcement – On a regional basis, FHCOC staff received 363 allegations
of housing discrimination and opened 179 cases where the allegations seemed
sufficiently meritorious to warrant further investigation and/or action. FHCOC also
conducted 362 systemic onsite tests, either paired or ‘sandwich’, 51 tests occurring in the
jurisdiction and 215 other testing activities.
Housing Dispute Evaluation & Resolution – On a regional basis, activities provided by
FHCOC included assisting 7,664 unduplicated households addressing 24,766 issues,
disputes and/or inquires.

According to the AFFH Data Viewer database, the United States Department of Housing and
Urban Development Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity (FHEO) inquiries for the
city totaled 33 cases between 2013 and 2021, including 3 disability-, 10 race-, 1 familial status-,
and 19 unclassified-related accounts. Of the 33 inquiries, 18 resulted in failure to respond, 2
resulted in no valid basis, 7 resulted in no valid issue, and 5 resulted in other disposition.
During the 2018-2019 Fiscal Year, the Fair Housing Foundation assisted the City with
combatting housing discrimination through managing twelve allegation cases and one
discrimination case for Tustin residents, providing services to those individuals throughout the
case management process. They also provided ample fair housing education and outreach to
further prevent discrimination, assisting 127 Tustin landlords/tenants who were provided with
either landlord/tenant counseling, mediation, UD assistance, and/or referral services during
the last fiscal year. Overall, the Fair Housing Foundation’s outreach efforts assisted 672
residents during the 2018-2019 Fiscal Year.
Fair Housing Foundation provides a comprehensive, extensive and viable education and
outreach program. The purpose of the program is to educate tenants, landlords, owners, real
estate agents and property management companies on fair housing laws; to promote media and
consumer interest; and to secure grass roots involvement within communities which includes:






Fair Housing Workshops
Certificate Management Training
Walk-In Clinics
Rental Housing Counseling Workshops
Community presentations, staff training, and workshops
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Community events, booths, networking, etc.

The following Fair Housing Foundation (now virtual) educational workshops are offered free of
charge for Tustin residents every month:






Fair Housing Workshops
Rental Counseling Workshops
Fair Housing Workshops in Spanish
Fair Housing and the Housing Industry During COVID-19 Virtual Workshops
(Landlord-focused)
Rental Counseling During COVID-19 Virtual Workshops

The City advertises these workshops on their website’s Fair Housing Services webpage.
In addition, the City regularly updates its municipal and zoning codes in accordance with State
and federal laws and requirements regarding fair housing. With each housing element cycle,
local nonprofits, agencies, advocacy groups, and other fair housing stakeholders are invited to
take part in the development and review of the City’s housing element (see Section D.2.6).

D.2.2. Integration and Segregation
Integration generally means a condition in which there is not a high concentration of persons of
a particular race, color, religion, sex, familial status, national origin, or having a disability or a
particular type of disability when compared to a broader geographic area. Segregation
generally means a condition in which there is a high concentration of persons of a particular
race, color, religion, sex, familial status, national origin, or having a disability or a type of
disability in a particular geographic area when compared to a broader geographic area.

Race and Ethnicity
The ethnic and racial composition of a region is useful in analyzing housing demand and any
related fair housing concerns as it tends to demonstrate a relationship with other characteristics
such as household size, locational preferences, and mobility. A full breakdown of city
demographic data is provided in Table 2. In February 2017, the Department of Housing and
Community Development (HCD) and the California Tax Credit Allocation Committee (TCAC)
convened a group of independent organizations and research centers that would become the
California Fair Housing Task Force (“Task Force”). TCAC and HCD charged the Task Force
with creating an opportunity map to identify areas in every region of the state whose
characteristics have been shown by research to support positive economic, educational, and
health outcomes for low-income families—particularly long-term outcomes for children. These
opportunity maps are made from composite scores of three different domains made up of a set
of indicators. Table 1 shows the full list of indicators. The opportunity maps include a measure
or “filter” to identify areas with poverty and racial segregation. To identify these areas, Census
tracts were first filtered by poverty and then by a measure of racial segregation. The criteria for
these filters were:


Poverty: Tracts with at least 30 percent of population under federal poverty line
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Racial Segregation: Tracts with location quotient higher than 1.25 for Blacks, Hispanics,
Asians, or all people of color in comparison to the County

Figures 2 and 3 illustrate city and county opportunity ratings by Census tract. Figure 4
identifies concentrations of minority population by Census block group.
Table 1: Domains and List of Indicators for Opportunity Maps
Domain Indicator

Indicator

Economic

Poverty
Adult education
Employment
Job proximity
Median home value

Environmental

CalEnviroScreen 3.0 pollution indicators and
values

Education

Math proficiency
Reading proficiency
High school graduation rates
Student poverty rates

Source: California Fair Housing Task Force, Methodology for the 2020 TCAC/HCD
Opportunity Maps, December 2020
Table 2: Race and Ethnicity
(Tustin, CA CDBG)
Jurisdiction

(Los Angeles – Long Beach –
Anaheim, CA) Region

Race/Ethnicity

Count

Percent

Count

Percent

White, NonHispanic

24,289

30.36%

4,056,820

31.62%

Black, NonHispanic

1,926

2.41%

859,086

6.70%

Hispanic

32,982

41.22%

5,700,860

44.44%
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Asian/Pacific
Island, NonHispanic

17,542

21.93%

1,888,969

14.72%

418

0.52%

25,102

0.20%

1,949

2.62%

267,038

2.08%

169

0.23%

30,960

0.24%

Native American,
Non-Hispanic
Two+ Races,
Non-Hispanic
Other, NonHispanic

#1 country of
origin

Mexico

11,270

14.09%

Mexico

1,735,902

14.34%

#2 country of
origin

Vietnam

2,115

2.64%

Philippines

288,529

2.38%

#3 country of
origin

India

2,048

2.56%

El Salvador

279,381

2.31%

#4 country of
origin

Philippines

1,677

2.10%

Vietnam

234,251

1.93%

#5 country of
origin

Korea

1,446

1.81%

Korea

224,370

1.85%

China excl.
Hong
Kong

1,250

1.56%

Guatemala

188,854

1.56%

174,424

1.44%

#6 country of
origin
#7 country of
origin

& Taiwan

Taiwan

1,040

1.30%

China excl.
Hong
Kong &
Taiwan

#8 country of
origin

Iran

507

0.63%

Iran

133,596

1.10%

#9 country of
origin

Guatemala

405

0.51%

Taiwan

87,643

0.72%
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#10 country of
origin

Canada

339

0.42%

India

79,608

0.66%

#1 LEP Language

Spanish

10,333

14.60%

Spanish

2,033,088

16.79%

#2 LEP Language

Vietnamese

1,665

2.35%

Chinese

239,576

1.98%

#3 LEP Language

Korean

844

1.19%

Korean

156,343

1.29%

#4 LEP Language

Chinese

816

1.15%

Vietnamese

147,472

1.22%

#5 LEP Language

Tagalog

400

0.57%

Armenian

87,201

0.72%

#6 LEP Language

Other Indic
Language

285

0.40%

Tagalog

86,691

0.72%

#7 LEP Language

Hindi

218

0.31%

Persian

41,051

0.34%

#8 LEP Language

Persian

216

0.31%

Japanese

32,457

0.27%

#9 LEP Language

Other
Asian
Language

183

0.26%

Russian

28,358

0.23%

Arabic

165

0.23%

Arabic

23,275

0.19%

Hearing difficulty

1,749

2.19%

303,390

2.52%

Vision difficulty

1,216

1.52%

227,927

1.90%

Cognitive
difficulty

2,308

2.89%

445,175

3.70%

Ambulatory
difficulty

2,894

3.63%

641,347

5.34%

Self-care
difficulty

1,162

1.46%

312,961

2.60%

Independent
living difficulty

2,353

2.95%

496,105

4.13%

Total

6,477

8.1%

158,784

5%

#10 LEP
Language
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(Tustin, CA CDBG)
Jurisdiction

(Los Angeles – Long Beach –
Anaheim, CA) Region

Male

36,263

48.83%

6,328,434

49.33%

Female

37,995

51.17%

6,500,403

50.67%

Under 18

19,341

26.05%

3,138,867

24.47%

18-64

48,704

65.59%

8,274,594

64.50%

65+

6,213

8.37%

1,415,376

11.03%

Families with
children

9,226

52.64%

1,388,564

47.84%

Note: LEP stands for Limited English Proficiency
Source: County of Orange, Analysis of Impediments, 2020
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Figure 1: Census Tracts in the City of Tustin
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Figure 2: 2020 TCAC/HCD Opportunity Areas (Tustin)
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Figure 3: 2021 HCD/TCAC Opportunity Areas (County)
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Figure 4: Areas of Minority Concentration in Tustin
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Two quantitative metrics can be used to analyze the relative extent of racial and ethnic
segregation in entitlement jurisdictions for federal housing programs. These are known as the
dissimilarity index and the isolation index. The dissimilarity index is a primary quantitative
metric used for identifying patterns of geographic segregation. The isolation index, another
quantitative metric for identifying patterns of geographic segregation, compares a group’s share
of the overall population to the average share within a given sub-area (such as census tract).
Table 3 provides thresholds for dissimilarity quantitative analysis. Values for the Isolation
Index range from 0 to 100. A larger value means that the average group member lives in a
census tract with a higher percentage of people from another group. Table 4 indicates
dissimilarity index scores, and Table 5 indicates isolation index scores.
Table 3: Dissimilarity Index Thresholds

Dissimilarity Index Value (0100)

Value

Level of Segregation

0-40

Low

41-54

Medium

55-100

High

Table 4: Dissimilarity Index Scores
1990
Trend

Racial/Ethnic Dissimilarity Index

2000
Trend

2010
Trend

2020

Tustin
Non-White/White

26.33

36.73

32.93

48.19

Black/White

42.49

35.11

29.03

66.02

Hispanic/White

31.14

48.19

42.55

57.43

Asian or Pacific Islander/White

19.20

17.74

19.76

28.73

Non-White/White

30.38

34.71

33.58

44.71

Black/White

32.60

33.63

32.27

46.98

Hispanic/White

36.13

41.08

38.18

52.82

Asian or Pacific Islander/White

32.58

34.31

34.82

43.19

Orange County

Source: County of Orange, Analysis of Impediments, 2020
Table 5: Tustin Isolation Index Scores
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Isolation Index

1980

1990

2000

2010

2020

2020
(Orange
County)

White/White

83.7

66.3

54.3

43.2

52.44

55.16

Black/Black

6.1

9.9

3.6

2.7

4.84

3.32

Hispanic/Hispanic

10.2

27

51.3

51.9

56.10

52.81

Asian/Asian

4.4

12.1

19.6

26.7

19.86

31.84

Source: County of Orange, Analysis of Impediments, 2020
As shown in Figure 2, the city’s highest resource areas are to the northeast and the low resource
areas are to the south and southwest. The city did not include any areas categorized as high
segregation and poverty. The city’s resource trend is consistent with the county’s overall trend.
The county’s highest resources were generally located along the coast and within the hillside
areas, while low resource areas were clustered near the center of the county along Interstate 5 (I5) (see Figure 3). Areas that were indicated as rapidly changing were located along the
perimeter between low resource and high resource areas, particularly on the southern coastal
side. The City of Tustin is not classified as a rapidly changing area. This pattern indicates a
rapidly expanding trend of high resources from the coast, inward towards central Orange
County located near I-5.
Overall, Orange County experiences moderate levels of segregation, with significant variances
in some individual jurisdictions. The Non-White/White value is 44.71, Black/White 46.98,
Hispanic/White 52.82, and Asian or Pacific Islander/White 43.19. These values have all
increased sharply since 2010, though values had remained consistent from 2000 and 2010.
Jurisdictional values tend to indicate low levels of segregation in comparison to the county as a
whole, but this is due to the spatial distribution of populations across different jurisdictions
rather than within different jurisdictions.
Tustin experiences a range in levels of segregation between different racial groups. The Asian or
Pacific Islander/White Dissimilarity Index current value was 28.73, indicating a low level of
segregation. Non-White/White Dissimilarity Index value was 48.19, indicating a medium level
of segregation. Black/White and Hispanic/White Dissimilarity Index values were 66.02 and
57.43, respectively, indicating a high level of segregation. All races experienced an increase in
segregation from 2010 to present. Black residents faced an especially large increase in
segregation from 2010 to present and is one of the highest Dissimilarity Index values
amongst all jurisdictions within Orange County. Overall, Tustin’s current Dissimilarity
Index values were higher than most other jurisdictions within the county.
Isolation values for different populations vary widely across the county and individual
jurisdictions. Values for White residents are generally higher than for other residents, likely due
to the larger number of White residents overall. In Orange County, White residents have a
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current Isolation Index value of 55.16, Black residents 3.32, Hispanic residents 52.81, and Asian
residents 31.84. Values for the county are higher than values in Tustin for White and Asian
residents, again likely due to higher segregation across jurisdictions rather than within them.
County Isolation Index values have generally decreased for White residents over time,
increased for Hispanic and Asian residents, and remained low for Black residents.
City Isolation Index values were slightly higher for Black (4.84) and Hispanic (56.10) residents.
City data from 1980 to today shows that, similar to the county trend, Isolation Index values
have generally decreased for White residents over time, increased for Hispanic and Asian
residents, and remained low for Black residents. The group with the highest level of isolation as
of 2000 is the Hispanic population. Before 2000, the White population historically experienced
the greatest level of isolation.

Persons with Disabilities
As shown in Table 2, the city population has relatively low percentages of persons with
disability. The city’s percentages for hearing, vision, cognitive, ambulatory, self-care, and
independent living difficulties were all lower than the county’s. Figures 5 and 6 illustrate the
population percentage with disability within the county and city. The county includes several
clusters of population with disability, including areas near Westminster, Fullerton, Huntington
Beach, Lake Forest/Mission Viejo, and Laguna Beach/Dana Point. In the City of Tustin, there
are only a handful of census tracts containing 20 percent or greater populations with a
disability. As indicated by Table 2, Tustin’s population also tends to be slightly younger than
the greater Orange County population.
Data provided in Table 6 shows to what extent people with different disabilities are able to
access and live in the different categories of publicly supported housing within the city. As
shown in Table 2, the city’s population of persons with disability is 6,477, or 8.1 percent of the
population. The City of Tustin includes two types of publicly supported housing, Project-Based
Section 8 Housing and Housing Choice Vouchers (HCV). The proportion of people with
disabilities that qualify for Section 8 Housing and HCV, exceeds the overall population
concentration of people with disabilities.
According to FHEO statistics, 3 of 33 total inquires within the city of Tustin filed between 2013
and 2021 were disability-related. Tustin allows for reasonable accommodations in the land
use and zoning process for developers of housing for persons with disabilities.
Table 6: Disability by Publicly Supported Housing Program Category, Tustin
People with a Disability

Public Housing
Project-Based Section 8
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Count

Percent

n/a

n/a

11

10.68

Other Multifamily

n/a

n/a

HCV Program

108

19.82

Source: County of Orange, Analysis of Impediments, 2020

Familial Status
In order for families to have protected choice they need to access housing options without
discrimination. In a 2016 housing discrimination study, researchers found that compared to
households without children, households with children were shown slightly fewer units and
were commonly told about units that were slightly larger, and as a result, slightly more
expensive to rent (California Department of Housing and Community Development, 2021). This
differential treatment is considered discrimination and a type of steering, which occurs on a
racial basis as well.
Familial status refers to the presence of children under the age of 18, whether the child is
biologically related to the head of household, and the martial status of the head of households.
According to the HCD AB686/AFFH data tool maps (see Figure 7), all Census tracts in the city
identified persons 18 years and over in households living alone as making up less than 20
percent of the overall population across all census tracts. Percentage of persons 18 years and
over in households living with a spouse ranged across the city. As shown in Figure 8,
percentages of persons 18 years and over in households living with a spouse increased from the
southwest to the northeast. Census tracts in south and southwest portion of the city (tracts:
744.06, 744.07, 744.08, 755.12, 755.13, 755.14, 755.15) contained approximately 20 to 40 percent
persons 18 years and over in households living with a spouse, while northeast census tracts
identified 60 to 80 percent of persons 18 years and over in households living with a spouse.
As shown in Figure 9, majority of children in the city are living in married couple households.
Throughout Tustin, almost all census tracts indicated 60 percent or greater of children living in
married couple households. Conversely, one census tract, 755.14, appears as an outlier with 40
to 60 percent of children living in female-headed households (see Figure 10). Additionally, 75 to
100 percent of households in this census tract were identified as low to moderate income in
Figure 11. Overall, the city of Tustin has a slightly higher proportion of families with children
(52.64 percent) than the larger region (47.84 percent) (see Table 2).
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Figure 5: Percent Population with Disabilities in Orange County
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Figure 6: Percent Population with Disabilities in Tustin
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Figure 7: Percent Population of Adults Living Alone – Tustin
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Figure 8: Percent Population of Adults Living with their Spouse – Tustin
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Figure 9: Percent of Children in Married Couple Households – Tustin
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Figure 10: Percent of Children in Single Female-Headed Households – Tustin
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Income Level
Identifying low or moderate income (LMI) geographies and individuals is important to
overcome patterns of segregation. Figure 11 and Figure 12 show the Lower and Moderate
Income (LMI) areas in the city and county by census tract, respectively. HUD defines a LMI area
as a Census tract or block group where over 51 percent of the population is LMI (based on HUD
income definition of up to 80 percent of the AMI). Similar to trends of high and low resource
shown in Figure 1, the city’s lowest percentages of LMI population are to the northeast and
the highest percentages of LMI populations are to the southwest (tracts: 744.06, 744.07,
744.08, 755.12, 755.13, 755.14, 755.15) . LMI populations within the county also followed trends
of high and low resource shown in Figure 2. Density of LMI populations tend to increase within
inland areas, specifically cities located adjacent to or intersected by the I-5 Santa Ana freeway,
State Route 55 freeway, or the 261 Toll Road. The highest percentages of LMI population are
located near Fullerton and Santa Ana. Smaller LMI populations are located near Lake Forest,
Laguna Niguel, and Dana Point. Within the county, the coastal and hillside communities tend
to have lower percentages of LMI populations.

D.2.3. Racially and Ethnically Concentrated Areas
Racially/Ethnically Concentrated Areas of Poverty
In an effort to identify racially/ethnically-concentrated areas of poverty (RECAPs), HUD has
identified Census tracts with a majority non-White population (greater than 50 percent) and a
poverty rate that exceeds 40 percent or is three times the average tract poverty rate for the
metro/micro area, whichever threshold is lower. Orange County includes two RECAP area
clusters scattered throughout the jurisdiction as shown in Figure 13. RECAP areas include
southern Irvine (University of California, Irvine campus) and three small census tracts
surrounding Santa Ana. Areas that include high percentages of persons who are considered
poverty status are dispersed throughout the northcentral Orange County. The southern portion
of Orange County does not include RECAP areas and has low percentages of persons
considered poverty status. As shown in Figure 14, the city of Tustin does not include RECAP
areas; however, the southern portion of the city, near Irvine and Santa Ana where RECAP areas
were identified, are higher in percentages of population considered poverty status.

Racially Concentrated Areas of Affluence
In response to the RECAPs utilized by HUD in its 2015 AFFH rule, scholars at the University of
Minnesota Humphrey School of Public Affairs have created the Racially Concentrated Areas of
Affluence (RCAAs) metric to more fully tell the story of segregation in the United States. Based
on their research, RCAAs are defined as Census tracts where 1) 80 percent or more of the
population is white, and 2) the median household income is $125,000 or greater (slightly more
than double the national the median household income in 2016). While this is a useful measure
nationwide, HCD has adjusted the RCAA methodology to better reflect California’s relative
diversity.
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Figure 11: Low and Moderate Income (LMI) areas in Orange County
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Figure 12: Low and Moderate Income (LMI) areas in Tustin
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Figure 13: Racially Concentrated Areas of Poverty (RECAPs) in Orange County
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Figure 14: Racially Concentrated Areas of Poverty (RECAPs) in Tustin
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RCAAs have not been studied extensively nor has a standard definition been published by
HCD or HUD, this fair housing assessment uses the percent White population and median
household income as proxies to identify potential areas of affluence. Table 7 shows percentage
of White (alone) population and median income by jurisdiction for the city of Tustin, Orange
County, and several surrounding jurisdictions. The percentage of White population in Tustin
(59.01 percent) is comparable to the county’s (59.25 percent). The city and county median
household incomes are also similar with annual incomes of 84,697 and 90,234 dollars,
respectively. Santa Ana (28.87 percent) and Irvine (47.80 percent) both have lower percentages
of White population, while the city of Orange has a very high percentage (74.03 percent).
Generally, the rank of jurisdictions from low to high percentage of White population is also
consistent when ranked from low to high income, except for one outlier. The city of Irvine had
the highest reported median household income ($105,126) and has a predominately non-White
population. According to the 2020 AI, Tustin isolation index for White population was 52.44,
which is moderate compared to other jurisdictions within Orange County and is lower than the
county’s calculated overall value (55.16).
Table 7: White Household Income and Percent Population (2019)
Tustin

Orange (city)

Santa Ana

Irvine

Orange
County

Median
Household
Income

84,697

91,793

66,145

105,126

90,234

All
Households

93,304

95,827

70,084

111,574

95,934

White alone1

101,658

95,702

79,000

113,779

100,723

White
Population

59.01%

74.03%

28.87%

47.80%

59.25%

Notes:
1.White Alone refers to people who reported White and did not report any other race category.

Source: 2015-2019 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates
The City of Tustin has a lower median income than Orange County, but overall percentage of
the White population is almost identical. As shown in Figure 15, both income and White
populations tend to be concentrated within the northern portion of the city. Although census
tracts of high income and predominately White populations do not exactly overlap, there
appears to be an area of lower income and non-White majority near census tract 755.14.
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Figure 15: White Population and Median Income Distribution
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D.2.4. Access to Opportunities
Access to opportunity is a concept to approximate place-based characteristics linked to critical
life outcomes. Access to opportunity oftentimes means both improving the quality of life for
residents of low-income communities, as well as supporting mobility and access to ‘high
resource’ neighborhoods. The following section describes locational differences and disparities
experienced by different groups in accessing key features of opportunity: educational quality,
economic factors, transportation, and environmental health.

TCAC/HCD Opportunity Maps
The 2021 TCAC/HCD Opportunity Maps are made from composite index scores of three
different divisions (economic, environmental, and education) to categorize tracts as low,
moderate, or high resource (Table 1 shows the full list of indicators). Categorization is based on
percentile rankings for Census tracts within Orange County. Higher composite scores correlate
to higher resources.
Three opportunity indices (economic, educational, and environmental) use data assembled by
the California Fair Housing Task Force on behalf of the Department of Housing and
Community Development (HCD) and California Tax Credit Allocation Committee (TCAC) for
the 2020 TCAC/HCD Opportunity Map. The Economic Opportunity Index is a composite of
four indicators depicting elements of neighborhood socio-economic character. The
Environmental Opportunity Index reflects indicators from the exposures and environmental
effects subcomponents of the “pollution burden” domain of CalEnviroScreen 3.0. The
Educational Opportunity Index is a composite of four educational indicators capturing
information on student proficiency, graduation rates, and student poverty. All indices range
from 0 to 100, reflecting percentiles scaled to census tracts in Orange County, and with higher
values indicating higher levels of opportunity.
The two transportation indicators (transit trips and low transportation cost) analyzed below
employ data from version 3.0 of the Location Affordability Index (LAI) 9. The transit trips index
measures how often low-income families in a neighborhood use public transportation. The
index ranges from 0 to 100, with higher values indicating a higher likelihood that residents in a
neighborhood utilize public transit. The low transportation cost index measures cost of
transportation and proximity to public transportation by neighborhood. It too varies from 0 to
100, and higher scores point to lower transportation costs in that neighborhood.
At the County level, high and highest resource areas are located along the coast in cities such as
Huntington Beach, Newport Beach, and Laguna Beach (see Figure 3). Whereas a greater
concentration of low resource areas are concentrated in north-central Orange County in cities
like Anaheim, Santa Ana, and Orange. Locally, northern and central Census tracts (407.03 and
408.12) scored lower, indicating lower resources than other tracts within the City, although
overall scores still indicated “High Resource.” Table 2 shows the scores by domain. Tables 8 and
9 provide index scores by race and tract.
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Table 8 : Opportunity Map Scores - City

Tustin

Economic
Opportunity
Index

Environment
al
Opportunity
Index

Educational
Opportunity
Index

Low
Transportati
on Cost
Index

Transit Index

Tustin total Population
White, NonHispanic

77.38

55.53

57.98

37.04

41.62

Black, NonHispanic

49.56

33.87

33.27

54.51

60.02

Hispanic

42.96

28.64

27.42

56.88

63.88

Asian or
Pacific
Islander, NonHispanic

67.05

46.94

49.79

44.90

48.62

Native
American,
Non-Hispanic

63.12

43.93

47.46

43.06

49.65

Tustin population below federal poverty line
White, NonHispanic

57.39

42.89

38.78

47.97

52.79

Black, NonHispanic

36.90

22.50

25.10

55.19

64.45

Hispanic

32.15

17.72

18.62

65.68

74.10

Asian or
Pacific
Islander, NonHispanic

42.37

30.60

25.82

55.88

61.08

Native
American,
Non-Hispanic

26.20

13.70

14.20

65.00

66.80

Orange County total population

D-36

White, NonHispanic

59.36

53.88

58.61

33.84

27.43

Black, NonHispanic

45.85

45.21

45.63

39.68

36.21

Hispanic

31.86

41.02

30.86

41.80

41.28

Asian or
Pacific
Islander, NonHispanic

49.36

46.78

52.50

37.48

36.11

Native
American,
Non-Hispanic

46.39

48.79

45.07

37.47

33.02

Orange County population below federal poverty line
White, NonHispanic

51.70

51.01

52.13

39.18

32.26

Black, NonHispanic

36.25

40.42

37.29

40.77

35.60

Hispanic

22.65

39.02

23.81

45.65

46.55

Asian or
Pacific
Islander, NonHispanic

38.94

46.38

48.32

41.97

39.51

Native
American,
Non-Hispanic

35.89

38.62

40.92

40.15

40.17

Source: County of Orange, Analysis of Impediments, 2020

D-37

Table 9: Opportunity Map Scores – Census Tracts
Economic
Domain
Scores

Environmental
Domain
Scores

Education
Domain
Score

Composite
Index Score

Final
Category

0524.19

0.962

0.574

0.863

0.638

Highest
Resource

0525.02

0.896

0.166

0.199

-0.217

Moderate
Resource

0525.24

0.912

0.376

0.541

0.272

High
Resource

0744.07

0.12

0.024

0.055

-0.94

Low
Resource

0744.08

0.179

0.047

0.054

-0.839

Low
Resource

0755.04

0.702

0.199

0.35

-0.136

Moderate
Resource

0755.05

0.622

0.22

0.068

-0.462

Low
Resource

0755.06

0.614

0.619

0.529

0.189

Moderate
Resource

0755.07

0.626

0.27

0.208

-0.269

Moderate
Resource

0755.12

0.27

0.218

0.106

-0.575

Low
Resource

0755.13

0.386

0.185

0.199

-0.426

Low
Resource

0755.14

0.187

0.092

0.078

-0.753

Low
Resource

0755.15

0.452

0.005

0.236

-0.839

Low
Resource

0756.06

0.986

0.534

0.927

0.766

Highest
Resource

Census tract
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0756.07

0.948

0.709

0.683

0.517

Highest
Resource

0757.01

0.776

0.156

0.43

-0.028

Moderate
Resource

Source: California Fair Housing Task Force, TCAC/HCD Opportunity Maps, 2021 Statewide
Summary Table, December 2020

Education
Countywide, there are disparities across racial/ethnic groups in access to educational
opportunities as measured by the index. Across all tracts in Orange County, non-Hispanic
Whites exhibit the highest exposure to educational opportunity (index score of about 59) and
non-Hispanic Asians second highest (53). Hispanics have the lowest access to these
opportunities (31), with non-Hispanic Blacks in between (46) as seen in Table 8.
Several jurisdictions score highly (index values at or above 60) on educational opportunity
across all racial categories. These cities include Aliso Viejo, Huntington Beach, Irvine, Laguna
Niguel, La Palma, Mission Viejo, and Rancho Santa Margarita.
Other jurisdictions obtain low scores on the index. San Juan Capistrano has low educational
opportunity, scoring below 10 on the index for all races/ethnicities. San Clemente, Anaheim,
and Santa Ana fare similarly poorly, although non-Hispanic Whites score higher (39) than other
race/ethnic groups in these cities. Buena Park, Costa Mesa, Garden Grove, Orange, La Habra
and Westminster are other cities that struggle with educational opportunity, all with scores in
the 30s to 40s on the composite education index.
Finally, a few cities have educational opportunity patterns that mirror those of Orange County
overall. Non-Hispanic Whites in Fountain Valley have high exposure to educational
opportunity (scores of about 60), whereas Hispanics in the city do not (30). In both Fullerton
and Tustin, Non-Hispanic Whites and Asians have much higher access than do Blacks and
Hispanics.
The location of proficient schools and school assignment policies may be significant
contributing factors to fair housing issues in Orange County. The schools with the highest
proficiency in Orange County are generally located in coastal areas and hillside areas rather
than in the center of the county, though Irvine is an exception. This distribution of proficient
schools maps on to patterns of residential racial and ethnic segregation, with disproportionately
White population in areas with high performing schools and relatively low Hispanic population
in those areas. Public education in Orange County is highly fragmented with 27 school districts
serving the county’s students. District boundaries frequently map onto municipal boundaries,
which in turn correlate to patterns of segregation. Inter-district transfers are only available for
extremely limited circumstances. This Analysis did not reveal school assignment policies that
contribute to segregation within individual school districts.
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According to the 2015-2019 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimate, Tustin has a high
percentage of Title I schools (52.6 percent) compared to the County overall (2.22 percent) as seen
in Table 10. Title I schools are intended to help meet the educational needs of students by using
federal, state, and local funds to support effective, evidence-based educational strategies that
close the achievement gap and enable the students to meet the state’s challenging academic
standards. Schools in which children from low-income families make up at least 40 percent of
enrollment are eligible to use Title I funds to operate schoolwide programs that serve all
children in the school in order to raise the achievement of the lowest-achieving students. In the
City of Tustin, Title I schools are concentrated in tracts 525.02, 744.07, and 755.04, which also
consist of a population with higher percentages of lower to moderate income households and a
greater total Non-White population when compared to the rest of the city. The City of Tustin
has a lack of policies and practices that promote access to more proficient schools for protected
groups as these groups experience this disparity both at the local and county level.

Employment
The Economic Opportunity Index is a composite of four indicators depicting elements of
neighborhood socio-economic character. In Orange County, there are significant disparities in
access to economic opportunity as Non-Hispanic White residents have the greatest access to
economic opportunity. As seen in Table 8, Asian and Pacific Islander residents (49), Native
Americans (46), and Black Residents (46) have lower index scores in the high to mid-40s, while
Hispanics have the lowest access to economic opportunity of all racial and ethnic groups in
Orange County. Tustin’s scores similarly reflect this trend as the City has very high scores for
non-Hispanic White residents (77) as well has Asian residents (67), but Black and Hispanic
residents have significantly lower scores (in the 40s). Despite this trend, job proximity is not a
factor that is heavily weighted in these scores as the City has an overall high percentage (66.4
percent) of employment opportunities being located within 29 miles. Compared to the County’s
job proximity average of 57.6 percent as seen in Table 10, residents from the City of Tustin are
generally in closer proximity to jobs when compared to the rest of the County.

Transportation
The two transportation indicators (transit trips and low transportation cost) analyzed data from
version 3.0 of the Location Affordability Indexed (LAI). The transit trips index measures how
often low-income families in a neighborhood use public transportation. The index ranges from 0
to 100, with higher values indicating a higher likelihood that residents in a neighborhood utilize
public transportation. The transportation cost index measures cost of transportation and
proximity to public transportation by neighborhood. It too varies from 0 to 100, and higher
scores point to lower transportation costs in that neighborhood.
When analyzing Orange County as a whole, non-Hispanic Whites have the lowest score (34),
while Asian and Pacific Islanders as well as Native Americans have a score of 38 as referenced
in Table 8. Black residents have a score of 39 while Hispanics have the highest score of 42. There
are no significant disparities between racial/ethnic groups in the low transportation cost index
in most jurisdictions in Orange County. However, in Tustin and Rancho Santa Margarita, White
and Asian residents have significantly lower scores on the low transportation cost index
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compared to Black and Hispanic residents. In specific, Hispanics in Tustin have the highest
transit index score (64) followed closely by Blacks (60), while Asian and White residents have
significantly lower scores (49 and 42) respectively. This trend is similar to the overall County
scores as Hispanics have the highest transit index score, while non-Hispanic Whites have a
significantly lower score than other racial and ethnic groups.

Environmental
The California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) developed a
screening methodology to help identify California communities disproportionately burdened
by multiple sources of pollution called the California Communities Environmental Health
Screening Tool (CalEnviroScreen). This tool uses Census tracts as the unit of analysis where
high-scoring Census tracts tend to be more burdened by pollution from multiple sources and
are most vulnerable to its effects, considering their socioeconomic characteristics and
underlying health status.
Pollution Burden scores for each Census tract are derived from the average percentiles of the
seven Exposures Indicators (ozone and PM2.5 concentrations, diesel PM emissions, drinking
water contaminants, pesticide use, toxic releases from facilities, and traffic density) and the five
Environmental Effects indicators (cleanup sites, impaired water bodies, groundwater threats,
hazardous waste facilities and generators, and solid waste sites and facilities). Indicators from
the Environmental Effects component were given half the weight of the indicators from the
Exposures component. The calculated average pollution burden score (average of the
indicators) was divided by 10 and rounded to one decimal place for a Pollution Burden (0.1 -10).
Population Characteristics scores for each Census tract are derived from the average percentiles
for the three Sensitive Populations indicators (asthma, cardiovascular disease, and low birth
weight,) and the five Socioeconomic Factors indicators (educational attainment, housing
burdened low-income households, linguistic isolation, poverty, and unemployment). The
calculated average percentile is divided by 10 for a Population Characteristic score ranging from
0.1 -10. After the components are scored within Pollution Burden and Population
Characteristics, the scores are multiplied to calculate the overall CalEnviroScreen Score ranging
from 1-100%. CalEnviroScreen reports scores as percentiles to compare tracts across the county.
The City of Tustin had an average overall percentile of 43.49 percent as seen in Table 10.
Protected groups in the City of Tustin suffer from less access to environmentally healthy
neighborhoods as these populations are concentrated in tracts that have the highest scores in
the City. Tracts with percentiles over 61 percent are concentrated in the southwest (tracts 744.06,
744.07, 744.08, 755.12, 755.13, 755.14, 755.15), while tracts scoring lower than 43 percent make up
the northeastern half of the City, as seen in Figure 16. The tracts with scores over 61 percent also
experience other disparities such as a high percentage of low to moderate income households,
overcrowding, higher poverty rates, and a higher concentration of protected groups like
Hispanics. Census tract 755.15 is one of the highest scoring tracts in the City with a score of
71.48 percent. This tract scored high due to high exposures to toxic releases, traffic, and
contaminated drinking water. Figure 16 and Table 10 show that while Tustin had a relatively
low score, overall Orange County had a similar average score of 50.01 percent.
D-41

Table 10: Access to Opportunity Indicators by Race/Ethnicity (1 of 2)
Opportunity
Indicators

Census Tracts

City of
Tustin

County
of
Orange

524.19

525.02

525.24

744.07

744.08

755.04

755.05

755.06

Population
Below Federal
Poverty Level

2.6%

7.4%

4.3%

17.8%

6.7%

5.6%

11.0%

4.8%

31.9%

40.6%

White alone

46.4%

47.9%

35.4%

11.4%

10.3%

54.7%

44.9%

46.9%

2.4%

1.6%

Black or
African
American
alone

0.4%

1.0%

5.2%

1.1%

3.4%

0.4%

3.0%

2.3%

0.1%

0.2%

American
Indian and
Alaska Native
alone

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.3%

0.3%

0.0%

22.2%

20.3%

Asian alone

35.1%

17.9%

32.4%

3.8%

3.6%

9.7%

7.3%

15.9%

0.1%

0.3%

Native
Hawaiian and
Other Pacific
Islander alone

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

2.4%

0.0%

40.0%

34.1%

Hispanic or
Latino (of any
race)

11.1%

28.0%

23.5%

82.8%

79.9%

30.5%

39.9%

32.4%

31.9%

40.6%

Poverty Rate
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School Proficiency
Total Title 1
Schools

-

1

-

1

-

2

-

-

10

135

Total Schools

-

1

-

1

-

2

-

-

19

607

Percent of
Schools

-

100

-

100

-

100

-

-

52.6

22.2

4.2%

1.7%

3.8%

4.3%

3.3%

1.8%

1.4%

2.4%

2.80%

3.00%

< 29 mins.

55.6%

73.9%

77.6%

73.3%

57.1%

71.4%

66.6%

70.9%

66.4%

57.6%

30 – 59 mins.

35.8%

21.3%

16.2%

22.1%

37.6%

24.3%

24.9%

21.0%

26.9%

32.6%

60 mins. or
more

8.6%

4.8%

6.2%

4.7%

5.2%

4.2%

8.5%

8.1%

6.8%

9.7%

All Transit
Performance
Score

0.0

6.2

3.8

5.3

4.6

6.0

7.3

5.9

4.8

4.2

Transit Trips
Per Week
within ½ Mile

0

706

248

704

546

1,530

1,615

1,115

138

528

Transit Routes
within ½ Mile

0

8

3

7

5

8

9

7

1

4

Unemployment
Rate (2019)
Job Proximity

Transit Metrics
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Jobs Accessible
in 30-Min Trip

0

304,241

145,104

257,864

218,602

311,834

333,019

244,043

17,685

172,595

0.00

1.00

0.43

2.74

3.52

0.00

2.28

0.55

1.11

2.28

CES 3.0 Score

16.66

22.75

19.35

32.39

32.75

27.08

21.69

20.99

23.00

27.93

CES 3.0
Percentile

29.47

44.61

36.69

63.78

64.42

54.05

42.45

40.76

43.49

50.01

Pollution
Burden Score

5.03

7.24

5.45

7.21

6.06

6.22

5.72

4.44

5.54

5.18

Population
Characteristics
Score

3.31

3.14

3.55

4.49

5.40

4.36

3.79

4.73

4.06

5.17

Commuters
Who Use
Transit
(percent)
CalEnviroScreen
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Table 10: Access to Opportunity Indicators by Race/Ethnicity (2 of 2)
Opportunity
Indicators

Census Tracts

City of
Tustin

County
of
Orange

755.07

755.12

755.13

755.14

755.15

756.06

756.07

757.01

Population
Below Federal
Poverty Level

15.5%

14.0%

9.1%

27.6%

23.3%

5.4%

10.2%

5.3%

11.4%

10.90%

White alone

30.3%

15.7%

17.1%

11.3%

27.3%

66.6%

47.1%

40.3%

31.9%

40.6%

Black or
African
American
alone

3.4%

9.0%

1.5%

2.3%

1.6%

0.0%

0.1%

1.0%

2.4%

1.6%

American
Indian and
Alaska Native
alone

0.0%

0.0%

0.4%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

1.4%

0.1%

0.2%

Asian alone

15.1%

16.2%

19.2%

11.2%

39.4%

18.5%

36.2%

8.4%

22.2%

20.3%

Native
Hawaiian and
Other Pacific
Islander alone

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.5%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.1%

0.3%

Poverty Rate
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Hispanic or
Latino (of any
race)

48.0%

55.8%

56.9%

74.2%

28.4%

13.4%

13.5%

46.1%

40.0%

34.1%

Total Title 1
Schools

2

1

-

-

3

-

-

-

10

135

Total Schools

5

1

-

-

4

3

1

-

19

607

Percent of
Schools

40

100

-

-

75

0

0

-

52.6

22.2

4.1%

4.3%

5.6%

4.4%

1.3%

1.1%

2.3%

2.0%

2.80%

3.00%

< 29 mins.

76.2%

71.7%

71.1%

70.6%

60.0%

68.2%

56.2%

56.5%

66.4%

57.6%

30 – 59 mins.

15.0%

23.1%

27.4%

22.2%

28.7%

24.5%

37.1%

33.4%

26.9%

32.6%

60 mins. or
more

8.8%

5.2%

1.4%

7.2%

11.3%

7.3%

6.8%

10.1%

6.8%

9.7%

5.7

5.9

5.1

5.4

6.4

1.2

1.3

3.7

4.8

4.2

School Proficiency

Unemployment
Rate (2019)
Job Proximity

Transit Metrics
All Transit
Performance
Score
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Transit Trips
Per Week
within ½ Mile

953

440

391

447

1,162

116

53

651

138

528

Transit Routes
within ½ Mile

6

4

3

6

13

2

2

6

1

4

Jobs Accessible
in 30-Min Trip

287,408

291,211

270,358

238,339

498,552

53,469

25,551

253,231

17,685

172,595

1.90

8.45

0.00

8.66

1.94

0.52

1.95

2.32

1.11

2.28

CES 3.0 Score

22.63

28.04

27.06

34.00

36.62

5.58

8.30

21.77

23.00

27.93

CES 3.0
Percentile

44.39

55.97

54.02

66.72

71.09

3.92

9.22

42.57

43.49

50.01

Pollution
Burden Score

4.98

5.31

5.27

5.22

8.91

4.47

4.22

5.90

5.54

5.18

Population
Characteristics
Score

4.55

5.28

5.14

6.51

4.11

1.25

1.97

3.69

4.06

5.17

Commuters
Who Use
Transit (%)
CalEnviroScreen

Sources: 2015-2019 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates; AllTransit Metrics, 2021; CalEnviroScreen 3.0, 2021; 2019-2020
California Department of Education (CDE) Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) Comprehensive Support and Improvement (CSI)
data file
Notes: City and County CalEnviroScreen Scores represent the average of all Census tracts included within the jurisdiction.
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Figure 16: CalEnviroScreen 3.0 Percentile Scores
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Countywide, there are disparities across racial/ ethnic groups in access to environmental
opportunities, measured as lower exposure to and effects from pollutions. Across all tracts in
Orange County, non-Hispanic Whites exhibit the highest access to environmentally healthy
neighborhoods (index score of about 54). All other racial/ ethnic groups obtain lower index
scores in the 40s: Hispanics score lowest at 41, followed by non-Hispanic Blacks (45), nonHispanic Asian/Pacific Islander (47), and non-Hispanic Native American (48). As seen in Figure
16, higher percentiles are concentrated in northcentral Orange County, with neighboring cities
like Santa Ana and Orange having generally higher scores compared to Tustin. As a result, the
tracts to the southwest that abut Santa Ana experience higher percentages (tracts 744.06, 744.07,
744.08, 755.12, 755.13, 755.14, 755.15). Extensive use of motorized transportation modes and
large particulate generating uses in these tracts contribute to poor air quality. New regulations
must be implemented to fulfill Air Quality Management Plan requirements. These regulations
must be managed to increase the public health, safety, and welfare in order to lower the scores
of these tracts and to increase access to environmentally healthy neighborhoods for protected
classes.

D.2.5. Disproportionate Housing Needs
Disproportionate Housing Needs generally refers to a condition in which there are significant
disparities in the proportion of members of a protected class experiencing a category of housing
need when compared to the proportion of members of any other relevant groups, or the total
population experiencing that category of housing need in the applicable geographic area. For
purposes of this definition, categories of housing need are based on such factors as cost burden
and severe cost burden, overcrowding, homelessness, and substandard housing conditions.
As shown in Table 11, a higher percent of non-White households experienced housing problems
than White households in Tustin. Non-White households that experienced the greatest
proportion of housing problems include Hispanic (71.19 percent), Black (62.40 percent), and
Native American (50.00 percent). The same trend occurred for the county population.
Of the family types, family households that included five or more people experienced the
greatest burden of housing problems, with a substantial percentage of 75.23 of the city
demographic. Of the county population, large families also had the highest percentage of
housing problems; however, the gap in percentages amongst the various family types was less
pronounced.
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Table 11: Any Housing Problem by Tenure and Race, Tustin
Demographics of Households with Disproportionate Housing Needs
Households experiencing any of 4
housing problems

# with problems

# households

% with
problems

Race/Ethnicity
White, Non-Hispanic

4,465

10,495

42.54%

Black, Non-Hispanic

380

609

62.40%

Hispanic

5,485

7,705

71.19%

Asian or Pacific Islander, NonHispanic

2,644

6,089

43.42%

60

120

50.00%

13,034

25,018

52.10%

Family households, <5 people

6,690

14,315

46.73%

Family households, 5+ people

2,840

3,775

75.23%

Non-family households

3,825

7,465

51.24%

# with severe
problems

# households

% with severe
problems

White, Non-Hispanic

2,085

10,495

19.87%

Black, Non-Hispanic

205

609

33.66%

Hispanic

3,915

7,705

50.81%

Asian or Pacific Islander, NonHispanic

1,519

6,089

24.95%

10

120

8.33%

7,734

25,018

30.91%

Native American, Non-Hispanic
Total
Household Type and Size

Households experiencing any of 4
Severe Housing Problems
Race/Ethnicity

Native American, Non-Hispanic
Total

Source: County of Orange, Analysis of Impediments, 2020
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Table 12: Any Housing Problem by Tenure and Race, County
Demographics of Households with Disproportionate Housing Needs
Disproportionate Housing
Needs

Jurisdiction

Households experiencing any of 4 # with problems
housing problems

# households

% with problems

Race/Ethnicity
White, Non-Hispanic

206,658

540,773

38.22%

Black, Non-Hispanic

8,074

16,719

48.29%

Hispanic

152,740

241,841

63.16%

Asian or Pacific Islander, NonHispanic

84,193

186,038

45.26%

Native American, Non-Hispanic 1063

2,179

48.78%

Total

452,728

987,550

45.84%

Family households, <5 people

228,740

576,690

39.66%

Family households, 5+ people

95,050

145,028

65.54%

Non-family households

138,270

273,662

50.53%

# households

% with severe
problems

Household Type and Size

Households experiencing any of 4 # with severe
Severe Housing Problems
problems
Race/Ethnicity
White, Non-Hispanic

104,324

540,773

19.29%

Black, Non-Hispanic

4,816

16,719

28.81%

Hispanic

107,752

241,841

44.55%

Asian or Pacific Islander, NonHispanic

50,205

186,038

26.99%
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Native American, Non-Hispanic 544

2,179

24.97%

Total

987,550

27.10%

267,641

Source: County of Orange, Analysis of Impediments, 2020
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Cost Burden
Cost burden is the fraction of a household’s total gross income spent on housing costs. There are
two levels of cost burden: (1) “Cost Burden” refers to the number of households for which
housing cost burden is greater than 30 percent of their income; and (2) “Severe Cost Burden”
refers to the number of households paying 50 percent or more of their income for housing. This
analysis must address the burdens on both owners and renters (tenure).
According to HUD CHAS Databook using data from 2013-2017 ACS, the race and ethnicities
that experience the greatest severe cost burden in Tustin are Other and Hispanic, as shown in
Table 11. The race and ethnicities that experience the greatest severe cost burden in Orange
County are Hispanics and Blacks. Compared to the county, Tustin had similar cost burden
percentages across most races.
As shown in Tables 11 and 12, non-family households experienced the greatest percentage of
severe cost burden within Tustin and Orange County. The percentage of more than five people
households was higher than non-family households. A non-family household consists of a
householder living alone (a one-person household) or where the householder shares the home
exclusively with people to whom he/she is not related. As identified above, the 2020 A.I.
compared County of Orange households by household type for 2000, 2010, and 2016. The
analysis found the number of family households married without children, other families, and
non-families are generally increasing, while families married with children are generally
decreasing. This could indicate that there is a lack of housing affordable for non-families and
single persons that do not rely on two incomes for living expenses.
Affordability could be a barrier to housing for persons with disabilities or special needs
populations who rely on Supplemental Security Income as their primary source of income,
which ranges from $954 to $1,776 per month, depending on their qualifications. Households
may experience cost burden when SSI incomes are not adequate to pay for rent and not
increasing at rates comparable to rent increases. Majority of renters within City’s census tracts
had over 40 percent cost burdened households, while majority of homeowners within census
tracts had less than 40 percent cost burden (see Figure 17). Due to lack of rental options
available in the City, renters could experience lack of affordable options.

Overcrowding
Households having more than 1.01 to 1.5 persons per room are considered overcrowded and
those having more than 1.51 persons per room are considered severely overcrowded. The
person per room analysis excludes bathrooms, porches, foyers, halls, or half-rooms. This
analysis of Tustin addresses the overcrowding on both owners and renters.
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Figure 17: Distribution of Cost Burdened/Overpayment Households
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According to the 2020 AI, overcrowding in Orange County is very high, at 9.51% overall,
expanding to 15.97% for renters. The relative majority of Housing Choice Vouchers is also
limited to 0–1-bedroom units (43.97%). 5,561 households or 26.20% of Housing Choice Voucher
occupants are also households with children, the highest of any category of publicly supported
housing (followed by Project-Based Section 8, with 9.62%). Furthermore, according to the 2018
five-year ACS estimates, the majority of tracts in the City have a low percentage of households
that are living in overcrowded conditions, with tracts bordering Santa Ana towards the
southwest having higher percentages (tracts 744.06, 744.07, 744.08, 755.12, 755.13, 755.14,
755.15). Regionally, census tracts with overcrowded households are concentrated in the
northcentral Orange County, particularly in the City of Anaheim and Santa Ana. As a result,
within Tustin, all tracts besides the few bordering Santa Ana, have a low percentage of
overcrowding ranging between 1 and 8 percent. The tract with the highest percentage of
overcrowded living conditions is tract 444.08 (22.68 percent) which is located in the
westernmost part of the city and borders Santa Ana (see Figure 18). These southwestern tracts
also experience a concentration of minorities, a larger percentage of lower to moderate income
households, and other housing problems. The higher average of overcrowded living condition
in south and southwestern Tustin suggests that there are could be disparities in the proportion
of members of protected classes and housing problems, as populations of minorities and lower
income levels experience overcrowding in these parts of the city.

Substandard Housing
Housing age is frequently used as an indicator of housing condition. In general, residential
structures over 30 years of age require minor repairs and modernization improvements, while
units over 50 years of age are likely to require major rehabilitation such as roofing, plumbing,
and electrical system repairs. A small percentage of units are at risk of improvement due to age
as only 31.3 percent of housing is older than 50 years old in all tracts of the city (Table 13). As
shown in Table 14, 13,034 units, or 52.10 percent of total housing units within the city, were
identified as having one or more housing problems (which includes cost burden).
Approximately 22.1 percent of households experience one or more of the four severe housing
problems. Compared to the county’s population, where 45.84 percent of the population has one
or more housing problems and 27.1 percent of the population has a severe housing problem, the
city of Tustin population experiences slightly more housing problems than the county
population; however, the problems experienced are less severe.
There are four housing problems in the CHAS data: 1) housing unit lacks complete kitchen
facilities; 2) housing unit lacks complete plumbing facilities; 3) household is overcrowded; and
4) household is cost burdened. A household is said to have a housing problem if they have any
1 or more of these 4 problems.
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Figure 18: Distribution of Overcrowded Households
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As shown in Table 11, the race/ethnicity that experiences the highest percentage of housing
problems is Hispanic (71.19 percent). The race/ethnicity that experiences the second highest
percentage of housing problems is Black (62.30 percent). Similarly, the Hispanic population had
the greatest percentage of severe housing problems (50.81 percent). The percentage of Hispanic
households that experience severe housing problems was substantially greater than all other
races and ethnicities. Native American households had the smallest percentage of households
that experiences severe housing problems (7.69 percent). These results may be skewed due to
the low number of households identified as Native American, Non-Hispanic.
Table 13: Age Housing Built
Year Built

Number of Units

Percent of Units

Built 2014 or later

1,086

4.0

Built 2010 to 2013

387

1.4

Built 2000 to 2009

2,802

10.3

Built 1990 to 1999

5,994

22.1

Built 1980 to 1989

2,952

10.9

Built 1970 to 1979

5,462

20.1

Built 1960 to 1969

6,735

24.8

Built 1950 to 1959

1,222

4.5

Built 1940 to 1949

154

0.6

Built 1939 or earlier

386

1.4

Total

27,180

Source: 2015-2019 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates
According to the 2020 AI, deteriorated and abandoned properties are not a significant
contributing factor to fair housing issues in Orange County. Although there was a surge in
deteriorated and abandoned properties in the wake of the foreclosure crisis, particularly in
heavily Hispanic areas and with significant harmful consequences for communities, that issue
has gradually abated over the ensuring years. Table 14 identifies the number and overall
percent of vacant housing units categorized as “Other Vacant” in the American Community
Survey within Tustin and nearby jurisdictions. Irvine and Tustin contained the lowest
number and second lowest percentage of vacancy relative to other nearby cities.
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Table 14: Vacant Properties
City

Count

Percent of Total Properties

Tustin

162

13.8%

Orange

548

33.7%

Irvine

628

11.4%

Santa Ana

599

30.3%

Source: County of Orange, Analysis of Impediments, 2020

Homelessness
Persons who are classified as homeless include individuals or families who lack or are
perceived to lack a fixed, regular, and adequate nighttime residence, or who have a primary
nighttime residence in a shelter, on the street, in a vehicle, or in an enclosure or structure that is
not authorized or fit for human habitation. People experiencing homelessness are vulnerable to
violence and criminalization due to their unhoused status.
Orange County’s 2019 Sheltered Point In Time Count took place the night of Tuesday, January
22, 2019. Emergency Shelters and Transitional Housing Programs collected client-level
demographic information from individuals and families staying the night in each program. The
2019 Unsheltered Count process took place over two days, Wednesday, January 23 and
Thursday, January 24, to ensure the 800 square mile County jurisdiction was canvassed
effectively. Within Orange County 3,961 unsheltered homeless persons and 2,899 sheltered
homeless persons counted. During the same point-in-time count, 95 unsheltered homeless
persons and 264 sheltered homeless persons were counted, for a total of 359 homeless persons
identified in Tustin.
According to the 2020 AI, displacement of residents due to economic pressures may be a
significant contributing factor to fair housing issues in Orange County and, in particular, in
parts of Orange County that have historically had concentrations of low-income Hispanic and
Vietnamese residents. The Urban Displacement Project at the University of California Berkeley
identified census tracts in Orange County that experienced gentrification over various time
periods from 1990 to present. Several areas that have undergone gentrification at some point
since 1990 were identified in Anaheim, Costa Mesa, Dana Point, Fountain Valley, Fullerton,
Garden Grove, Huntington Beach, Irvine, Orange, San Clemente, and Villa Park. The city of
Tustin was not identified as an area of gentrification. Though the Urban Displacement Project
does not map the risk of future gentrification in displacement in Southern California as it does
in the Bay Area, the areas most vulnerable to gentrification and displacement in Orange County
– going forward – are disadvantaged areas located near areas that have already gentrified and
disadvantaged areas located near major transit assets as well as anchor institutions like
universities and hospitals. Because the southern and coastal portions of Orange County have
relatively few disadvantaged areas, displacement risk is therefore concentrated in inland
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portions of central and northern Orange County. These areas also tend to have higher Hispanic
and Asian population concentrations than the county, illustrating the fair housing implications
of displacement.
Two key factors in predicting displacement for an area are the loss of low-income households
and increases in rent. Median household income of residents in the city of Tustin experienced
approximately $15,000 increase from 2010 to 2019, as shown in Table 15. Residents throughout
the county experienced a very similar increase within the same timeframe. The mean income for
both city and county also increased similar amounts (approximately $20,000). Conversely, the
percentage of households that earn $15,000 or less simultaneously increased from 2010 to 2019
and percentages of households earning more than $15,000 annual decreased. Although lowincome households are generally increasing, this phenomenon suggests polarizing income,
where low-income households in the city are losing income and high earning households are
earning greater income.
Table 15: Household Income
Income

City (2010)

City (2019)

County (2010)

County (2019)

Total

71,680

104,524

984,503

1,044,280

Less than
$10,000

6.6%

8.5%

3.9%

4.1%

$10,000 to
$14,999

2.5%

3.8%

3.2%

2.6%

$15,000 to
$24,999

2.6%

1.3%

3.3%

2.2%

$25,000 to
$34,999

2.2%

1.8%

3.7%

2.7%

$35,000 to
$49,999

2.1%

1.9%

3.8%

2.5%

$50,000 to
$74,999

2.5%

1.9%

3.7%

2.9%

$75,000 to
$99,999

2.6%

2.2%

3.6%

2.7%

$100,000 to
$149,999

2.7%

1.5%

4.1%

2.8%

$150,000 to
$199,999

2.1%

1.5%

3.6%

2.8%
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$200,000 or more

5.4%

4.3%

7.2%

5.8%

Median income
(dollars)

90,939

105,126

74,344

90,234

Mean income
(dollars)

113,185

135,877

99,719

122,488

Source: 2015-2019 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates; 2006-2010 American
Community Survey 5-Year Estimates
As previously discussed above and shown in Figure 17, renters experience the greatest level of
cost burden in the city of Tustin. Throughout most of Tustin, 40 percent or greater of renters
experience overpayment (cost burden), whereas the majority of homeowners do not experience
cost burden (less than 40 percent) throughout most of the city. High percent of cost burden for
renters is an indicator of displacement risk, in combination with polarizing income trends.
The city of Tustin supports a number of publicly supported housing projects with low-income
units. Table 16 includes a breakdown of publicly supported housing residents by race along
with the corresponding census tract percentage of population by race. Table 16 shows that the
percentage of White residents and Black residents within the housing projects was greater than
their proportion of population identified for their corresponding census tract (the census tract
that the housing project was located in) population within four of the six City housing projects.
Although Hispanic residents made up a large majority of population residing within the
housing projects, their percent of population within the project was lower than the
corresponding census percentage in almost every instance. Tustin Gardens had an abnormally
high percent of Asian population residing within the housing (59.0 percent) compared to the
overall Asian population percentage of the census tract (9.2 percent). Overall, the proportion of
White and Black residents living in publicly supported housing indicates these populations may
be overserved representative of their total percent of the population, while Hispanic residents
may be underserved.
Although there are no established areas where unsheltered homeless persons congregate in the
City, there are several homeless services facilities in the City. One of the shelters in Tustin, the
45-bed Sheepfold shelter provides shelter, food, clothing, job training, and job-referral services
primarily to battered women and children. Guests are admitted on a first-come, first-served basis.
Usually all beds are fully occupied. The shelter services a large area including many portions of
Orange and San Bernardino Counties.
Within the City of Tustin, there are a variety of Non-Profit Organizations (NPOs) that provide
direct housing and related services to homeless persons. These include Village of Hope, an
emergency/transitional home; Sheepfold, a feeding program affiliated with the United Way;
Families Forward, a homeless provider; Olive Crest, transitional homes and services for abused
and neglected children, and Laurel House, an emergency shelter and transitional housing
provider for homeless youth in the City.
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Table 16: Publicly Supported Housing (Tustin)
Project Name

Type

Low
Income
Units

Total
Units

Race by Housing Sites (percent)
Property
White

Property
Black

Property
Hispanic

Property
Asian

Census
Tract

Race by Census Tract
Tract
White

Tract
Black

Tract
Hispanic

Tract
Asian

Tustin
Gardens

Section
8

100

100

29.0

-

12.1

59.0

755.05

41.5

2.8

38.8

9.2

Anton
Legacy
Apartments

LIHTC

161

225

37.9

7.8

33.1

16.9

755.15

27.4

1.1

36

31.7

Coventry
Court

LIHTC

97

240

40.5

5.1

8.6

26.9

755.07

31.1

3.8

45

16.7

Hampton
Square
Apartments

LIHTC

212

350

12.2

1.5

78.1

1.0

744.07

10.8

1.3

84.1

2.0

Heritage
Place at
Tustin

LIHTC

53

54

38.8

3.0

13.4

25.4

755.15

27.4

1.1

36.0

31.7

Westchester
Park

LIHTC

149

150

13.1

3.4

75.4

7.2

755.13

14.4

3.6

57.9

20.5

Source: County of Orange, Analysis of Impediments, 2020
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Additional programs have been provided at the Tustin Legacy site. A Homeless Assistance Plan
has been established for Tustin Legacy Specific PlanTLSP (formally MCAS Tustin) that is
consistent with the continuum of care model embodied in the Consolidated Plans for the Cities
of Tustin and neighboring Irvine. The fundamental components of the continuum of care system
implemented with the TLSPTustin Legacy Specific Plan:




Provide emergency shelter beds and intake assessment
Offer transitional housing and services
Provide opportunities for permanent affordable housing by the private sector.

In Tustin Legacy, four homeless service providers, including the Salvation Army, Orange Coast
Interfaith Shelter, Families Forward, and Human Options, currently operate 48 family units. The
Orange County Rescue Mission operates a 192-unit transitional/emergency shelter (Village of
Hope). The Orange County Social Services Agency operates a 90-bed facility for abused and
neglected children and their families. During the 2021-2029 planning period, the Orange County
Rescue Mission will be expanding their facility to include an additional 125 units.
Numerous other agencies provide shelter and other services to the homeless in the nearby cities
of Santa Ana, Irvine, and Orange. Table 17 is a list of organizations in Tustin that provide
homeless services.
Table 17. Emergency Shelter/Transitional Housing Facilities
Facility

Services Provided

Sheepfold

Provides shelter, food, clothing, job training, and jobreferral services to women with children.

Laurel House

Temporary housing for teenagers in crisis. The facility
also provides food, informal counseling, and access to
medical care and clothing.

St. Cecilia’s

Distributes food supplies to needy populations.

Redhill Lutheran

Operates emergency food program where a person can
receive food supplies.

Tustin Presbyterian

Collects food supplies and distributes the food to various
organizations involved in providing homeless services.

Aldergate

Refers interested persons to Ecumenical Services Alliance
in Santa Ana.

Village of Hope

Operates a food service program and 262 units
transitional home at the Village of Hope operated by the
Orange County Rescue Mission
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Tustin Family Campus

90-bed intermediate care shelter for abused children and
their parents operated by the Orange County Social
Services Agency.

Family Solutions Collaborative

Provides referrals to families for emergency shelters,
transitional housing and affordable housing

Families Together of Orange
County

Operates a food pantry and Farmers’ Market for needy
populations

Salvation Army

Six (6) transitional units at Tustin Field I operated by
Salvation Army.

Salvation Army

16 transitional units in Buena Park were initially acquired
by the Salvation Army. The Buena Park complex is being
sold and the obligation for 16 transitional units is being
transferred to a Salvation Army development in Santa
Ana. The City assisted in acquisition and contributed
grant funds to acquire the units, hence why the
requirement to provide transitional units is being
transferred to another location.

Human Options 1

Six (6) transitional units at Columbus Grove operated by
Human Options

Orange Coast Gateway to
Housing

Six (6) transitional units at Columbus Grove operated by
Orange Coast Interfaith Shelter. (NOTE for CD Staff: An
official request to convert to affordable housing is
anticipated.)

Tustin Family and Youth Center

Distributes food supplies to needy populations.

1
Although these units are located in the City of Irvine, these units were negotiated as
part of the base realignment/conveyance process which Tustin is the Local Redevelopment
Authority designated by the Department of Navy.[HI1][KD2]
Source: City of Tustin, 2021

Other Data
Tenure
Tustin’s population includes a balance of renters and homeowners. According to 2015-2019 ACS
data, 50.3 percent of households are owner-occupied, compared to 49.7 percent of renteroccupied (see Table 18). Households in the county are predominately owner-occupied (57.4
percent). Both city and county trends from 2010 to 2019 show that rentals are becoming
D-63

increasingly more popular. The city experienced growth, numerically, in both owner- and
renter-occupied housing from 2010 to 2019; however, the growth in the renter-occupied housing
outgrew the homeowner population, causing a shift in majority to renter-occupied housing.
County households were predominately owner-occupied in 2010, but there was a much larger
difference between owner- and renter-occupied housing.
Table 18: Housing by Tenure
City of Tustin
Tenure

Orange County

Estimate

Percentage

Estimate

Percentage

Owneroccupied

13,109

52.8

599,032

60.8

Renter-occupied

11,730

47.2

385,471

39.2

Total

24,839

2010

984,503

2019
Owneroccupied

12,759

49.7

595,272

57.4

Renter-occupied

12,938

50.3

442,220

42.6

Total

25,697

1,037,492

Source: 2015-2019 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates; 2006-2010 American
Community Survey 5-Year Estimates
Mortgage Lending
Initially in mortgage lending, buyers must locate a lender who will qualify them for a loan. This
part of the process entails an application, credit check, ability to repay, amount eligible for,
choosing the type and terms of the loan, etc. Applicants are requested to provide sensitive
information including their gender, ethnicity, income level, age, and familial status. This
information is required to be gathered by the Community Reinvestment Act and the Home
Mortgage Disclosure Act; however, it does not guarantee that individual loan officers or
underwriters will not misuse the information.
A report on mortgage lending discrimination by the Urban Land Institute describes four basic
stages in which discrimination can occur:


Advertising/outreach stage. Lenders may not have branches in certain locations, not
advertise to certain segments of the population, or violate advertising rules with respect
to fair housing.
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Pre-application stage. Lenders may not provide applicants of different racial and ethnic
backgrounds the same types of information as other preferred groups or may urge some
to seek another lender.
Lending stage. Lenders may treat equally qualified individuals in a different manner,
giving different loan terms, preferred rates, or denying a loan based on a factor not
related to ability to pay and risk.
Loan administration. Lenders may treat minorities in harsher terms, such as initiating
foreclosure proceedings if any payment is late, or by making loans at terms that
encourage defaults.

Table 19 and Table 20 include percentages of applications that resulted in originated loans and
denial by loan purpose within Orange County from 2014 to 2017. Table 21 shows loan
application actions by race in the city of Tustin for 2019 as provided by the Federal Financial
Institutions Examination Council (FFIEC) Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) Dataset.
Table 22 further identifies loan denial percentages by race in Tustin for 2019. Comparing the
proportion each race makes up of the applicant pool to the percentage denied can provide
indication as to whether mortgage lending discrimination is occurring.
According to Table 19, White applicants had the highest approval rate across all loan purposes.
Further, White applicants had the lowest denial rate across all loan purposes. Black applicants
were the only racial or ethnic category whose majority of applications did not result in an
originated loan (less than 50 percent) for the purposes of refinancing and home improvement.
Black applicants also had the highest loan denial rate for the purposes of refinancing and home
improvement and the second highest for home purchase.

Table 19: Percentage of Loan Applications Resulting in Originated Loans by Race or
Ethnicity and Loan Purpose in Orange County, 2014-2017 Home Mortgage Disclosure Act
Data
Race or Ethnicity

Home Purchase

Refinancing

Home Improvement

White, Not Hispanic

66.56%

59.12%

61.96%

Black, Not Hispanic

61.93%

49.62%

49.49%

Asian, Not Hispanic

63.95%

55.35%

51.26%

Hispanic/Latino

59.54%

50.57%

51.60%

Source: County of Orange, Analysis of Impediments, 2020

Table 20: Percentage of Loan Applications Denied by Race or Ethnicity and Loan Purpose in
Orange County, 2014-2017 Home Mortgage Disclosure Act Data
Race or Ethnicity

Home Purchase

Refinancing
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Home Improvement

White, Not Hispanic

9.09

16.30

17.60

Black, Not Hispanic

12.03

22.04

31.74

Asian, Not Hispanic

9.75

16.65

23.21

Hispanic/Latino

12.38

20.75

28.12

Source: County of Orange, Analysis of Impediments, 2020
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Table 21: Tustin Loan Application Actions by Race (2019)

Race and
Ethnicity

App.
approved
but not
accepted

Loan
originated

App.
Denied

App.
withdrawn
by applicant

File closed for
incompleteness

Purchased
loan

Preapproval
request
approved
but not
accepted
1

White

1,255

51

268

276

95

113

Black or
African
American

17

1

7

4

2

2

Asian

625

24

113

154

49

63

3

3

2

2

1

American
Indian or
11
Alaska Native
Native
Hawaiian or
Other Pacific
Islander

5

1

2 or more
minority
races

2

1

Race Not
Available

431

27

102

120

Other

127

1

20

16
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Grand
Total

2,059
33

2

1,030
21

7

1

4

54

306

1,040

6

3

0

173

Hispanic or
Latino

256

18

74

67

43

18

476

Source: Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council (FFIEC) Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) Dataset, 2019
Notes: Other includes Free Form Text and Joint applicants
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Table 22: Tustin Loan Applications and Denial by Race
Race and
Ethnicity

Population

Population
(proportion of
total population)

Applicant Pool
(proportion of
total applicants)

Denial
(proportion of
total denials)

White alone

46,823

59.0

47.1

52.2

Black or African
American alone

1,508

1.9

0.8

1.4

American Indian
and Alaska
588
Native alone

0.7

23.6

22.0

Asian alone

16,861

21.2

0.5

0.6

Native
Hawaiian and
Other Pacific
Islander alone

0

-

0.2

19.9

Hispanic or
Latino

31,902

40.2

10.9

14.4

Total Population

79,346

-

-

-

Source: Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council (FFIEC) Home Mortgage Disclosure
Act (HMDA) Dataset, 2019; 2015-2019 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates
Note: The sum of percentages for a given category may not equal 100 percent due to overlap
between Hispanic and other races identified. Additionally, not all applicants identified their
racial/ethnic backgrounds, or multiple categories were selected.
The majority of loan applications within the city of Tustin originated from White applicants
(59.0 percent) in 2019. However, the proportion of White applicants was lower than the
proportion of the city population that identified as White. The second largest proportion of total
applicants originated from American Indian and Alaska Native applicants, and the third largest
proportion originated from Hispanic or Latino applicants. The proportion of American Indian
and Alaska Native applicants was substantially greater (23.6 percent) than the proportion of the
city population that identified as American Indian and Alaska Native applicants (0.7 percent).
Denial percentages by race were mostly consistent and similar to applicant percentages by race.
One outlier was a relatively large denial percentage identified for Native Hawaiian and Other
Pacific Islander alone applicants. Approximately 19.9 percent of Native Hawaiian and Other
Pacific Islander alone applicants experienced denial, while they only accounted for 0.2 percent
of the applicant pool.
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D.2.6. Outreach
The preparation, adoption, and implementation of a housing element requires a diligent effort
to include all economic segments of the community. AB 686 reinforces and builds on this
requirement. Under AB 686 and changes to Housing Element Law, the housing element must
also include a summary of fair housing outreach and capacity.
Public participation is summarized in Appendix E of the Housing Element. Several stakeholder
groups were invited to participate in the planning process, including Fair Housing Council of
Orange County, Fair Housing Foundation and Family Promise of Orange County. A total of
two (2) public workshops were held during the housing element process; the first was held on
November 11, 2020 with the Planning Commission and the second workshop was held on May
11, 2021 and was a joint workshop with the Planning Commission and City Council. Outreach
efforts made and public participation opportunities provided included the following:













Housing Element Webpage update
Social media posts (Facebook, Twitter and NextDoor)
Workshop information featured on City’s “spotlight” webpage and email blast sent to
City news subscriber list
Workshop featured in City and Department website calendars
Public notification posted City’s e-notice board (under CC and CPC), at the Tustin
Library, and Senior Center
Workshop information posted Tustin News - April 29 (Full Color / Main Page), reaches
approximately 7,000 residents
Workshop information posted Irvine Weekly - May 7 (Full Color), reaches
approximately 8,200 residents with anticipated readership of 33,000
Direct mail postcards (Housing Element Update Workshop included with Strategic Plan
Workshop Postcard)
o Mailed to 29,885 Tustin residents and 3,457 Tustin businesses
Direct mail postcards focused on Housing Element Update to Interested Parties List
Email blasts with Housing Element Workshop Postcards and Meeting Information –
April 21, May 3 and May 10; and
Housing Element Update Workshop held via Zoom at 5 p.m.

Due to the Covid Pandemic, public gatherings and meetings were not permitted and therefor all
public workshops were online and made available to attend via livestream or by telephone.
Remote accommodations provided opportunities to those with geographic barriers to
participation.
The public workshops and public hearings were held outside of work hours, during the
evening, to facilitate participation. Drafts of the housing element will be made available to the
public for review and comment. Comments will be reviewed, considered and incorporated, as
appropriate, into the document before incorporated into the document and before submission
to the Department of HCD for review.
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D.2.7. Local Data and Knowledge
Based on data from Nextdoor, a free social media platform for neighbors within the same
geographical area to share information and communicate information, including neighborhood
updates, polls, events, ask for recommendations, as well as list items for sale. Residents on
Nextdoor identified over 60 distinct neighborhoods within Tustin. Some common
characteristics that Nextdoor users identified as favorable about their community were “quiet”,
“family friendly”, “safe”, “walkability”, “clean”, and several commercial factors such as
“restaurants”, “shopping”, and “food”.
During the first virtual public workshop held on November 10, 2020, City staff provided a
briefing to the Planning Commission regarding the pending housing element update that would
be needed and the anticipated process and timing. The public was able to provide questions and
comments relative to housing is Tustin either before or after the meeting. Five (5) written public
comments were provided via email prior to the virtual meeting and included the need for more
affordable housing for low-income residents, housing equity with the community, need for
additional supportive housing and the shortage of available below-market housing.
During the virtual public workshop held on May 11, 2021, the public was able to provide
questions and comments regarding the housing element process, as well as general information
to consider while developing the analysis and policies for the housing element. Leading up to
this meeting, an online housing element survey was conducted to learn and understand the
housing concerns within the City. Of the 192 individuals that responded to the online survey,
52 percent of respondents live in Tustin and 26 percent both live and work in Tustin. The
survey also revealed that 67 percent of attendees believe affordability is the most urgent issue
for city housing. Additionally, 65 percent of respondents believe the best way to help people
who are experiencing homelessness is to better connect people to assistance and services.
Approximately 65 percent of respondents also chose the TLSPTustin Legacy Specific Plan
(TLSP) area as most appropriate to add more housing units.
Comments were not provided regarding impediments to fair housing on the basis of race or
ethnicity during public outreach; however, indicators suggest that the Tustin Hispanic
population may experience inequality resource access compared to the city’s White population.
As shown in Figure 19, the northeastern portion of the city that experiences high resources (see
Figure 1) and greater incomes, contains a sizable gap of predominately White residents. The
southwestern portion of the city that experiences low resources and lower incomes, contains a
sizable gap of predominately Hispanic residents in tracts 744.06, 744.07, 744.08, 755.12, 755.13,
755.14, 755.15.

D.2.8. Other Contributions
Other contributions that affect the accumulation of wealth and access to resources include
historically disinvestment, lack of infrastructure improvements, and presence of older
affordable housing units that may be at risk of conversion to market-rate housing.
The City of Tustin invests in its infrastructure through its Capital Improvement Program (CIP),
a seven-year program that identifies future projects and cost estimates that allow City staff to
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properly plan for future capital improvements throughout the City. Major capital improvement
projects completed during fiscal year 2017-2018 include:





Annual Major Building Maintenance (Accessibility Improvements, Replace HVAC
Units, Repair Tile Roofs)
Eastbound El Camino Real at Jamboree Road Improvement Project
Transit Circulator Feasibility Study
17th Street Treatment Plan Membrane Replacement

As reported in the City’s Annual Comprehensive Financial Report 2017-2018, the City’s capital
projects for the 2018-2019 fiscal year were budgeted at $99.4 million. Budgeted projects include
15 Tustin Legacy Facility improvements, seven public facility improvements, two water
projects, four transportation facility improvements, two traffic control facility improvements,
three park facility improvements, and one flood control facility improvement.
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Figure 19: Distribution of Predominantly White and Predominantly Hispanic Population

Note: The population of some areas in the United States I dominated heavily by one racial or ethnic group. These areas stand out on
this map. The strength of the color indicates the extent to which one group is dominant over the next most populous.
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The Capital Projects Funds are used to account for financial resources to be used for the
acquisition or construction of major capital facilities. Using various funding sources (revenues
generated from ratepayers and user fees, grants, and bonds), the City acquires, repairs, or
replaces the major assets needed to deliver its services (water, sewer, streets, trails, streetlights,
traffic signals and storm drains) to the City's residents and businesses. The City of Tustin
received an annual allocation of $726,651 from HUD under the Community Development Block
Grant (CDBG) program for the Program Year 2017-18.
Currently, the City is in the process of completing the design and construction of various capital
improvement projects approved and budgeted by City Council for fiscal year 2020-2021. The
City lists its current projects and provides project status on the City website.
Additionally, various City housing projects are currently under covenants per AB 987. Table 23
is an inventory of all units assisted under federal, state, and/or local programs, including HUD
programs, state and local bond programs, City programs, and local in-lieu fee, inclusionary,
density bonus, or direct assistance programs. The inventory includes all units that are eligible to
convert to non-lower income housing uses due to termination of subsidy contract, mortgage
prepayment, or expiring use restrictions.
Tustin Gardens is a 223(a) (7)/221(D) (4) project with a Section 8 contract for 99 units and is
extended on an annual basis. Their current contract is due to expire on July 31, 2022; however,
the City has also recently received correspondence indicating that the existing contract could be
extended for a new 20-year period which would mean the contract would expire on July 31,
2041. As of the writing of this update, the details of the potential new contract are being
confirmed by City staff. There are also Westchester Park (149 all low-income units), Flanders
Pointe (32 very-low income, 16 low income; plus 9 moderate income – totaling 57) and Chatham
Village (212, all low-income units) all of which could also be converted towards the end of the
planning period.
Various restrictions and incentives affect the likelihood that at-risk units will convert to other
uses. Depending on the circumstances, different options may be used to preserve or replace the
units. Preservation options typically include: (1) transfer of units to non-profit ownership; (2)
provision of rental assistance to tenants using other funding sources; and (3) purchase of
affordability covenants.
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Table 23. Assisted Housing Inventory
Project
Name,
Address
(incl. zip)
FEDERAL
Tustin
Gardens
E. 6th
Tustin, CA
92780
213-204-2050
Kenyon
Pointe
17021-17121
Kenyon Drive
Tustin, CA
92780

STATE
Westchester
Park (Orange
Gardens)
1602 Nisson
Rd.
Tustin, CA
92780
Flanders
Pointe
15520 Tustin
Village Way
Tustin, CA
92780
Anton Legacy
3100 Park
Avenue

Owner:
Name,
Address,
Tel. #

Type(s) of Gov't
Assistance

Type/Length of
Affordability
Controls
(including
Sec. 8)

Goldrich &
Kest
5150 Overland
Ave.
Culver City,
CA
90230
RPK
Development
2566 Overland
Ave.
Suite 700
Los Angeles,
CA
90064

HUD
223(a)(7)/221(D)(4)
Section 8

---

Westchester
Park, L.P.

California Tax Credit
Allocation Committee

Income
restricted. No
rent restrictions

Tustin
Affordable
Housing Corp.

California Statewide
Communities
Development
Authority, 1999

Income
restricted. No
rent restrictions

Anton
Development
Company

California Tax Credit
Allocation Committee

Income
restricted.

HUD 207/223(f)

Earliest
Potential
Conversion
Date(s)

# of
Units

Tenant
Type
(i.e.,
Elderly,
Family)

July/2014

99
100

Elderly

January 2040

71

Family

149

Family

10/2029

57

May 2070

225

10/2029

Bedroom
Mix

100 1-br

Condition
(if known)

1979

Good

1964

Good

17-1br
93-2br
39-3br

N/A

Good

Family

50-2br
7-2-br

1966

Good

Family

78-1br

2015

Excellent

117-2br
30-3br
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Date
Built
(if
known)

Tustin, CA
92782

1610 R Street,
Suite 250
Sacramento,
CA 95811

LOCAL
Tustin Grove
Tustin, CA
92780
Ambrose
Lane
Tustin, CA
92780
Heritage
Place
Tustin, CA
92780
Chatham
Village
(Hampton
Square)
16331
McFadden
Ave.
Tustin, CA
92780
Amalfi
16000 Legacy
Road

Tract 14934

Redevelopment
Agency

DDA1

N/A

21

Family

21-3br

N/A

Very Good

Tract 15707

Redevelopment
Agency

DDA1

N/A

5

Family

5-3br

N/A

Very Good

Tustin Heritage
Place, L.P.

County Revenue
Bonds, Tax Credits,
RDA Loans

Income
restricted,
Senior 62+

04/2057

54

Senior

42-1br
12-2br

2001

Very Good

Fairfield
Residential
Corp.

Southern California
Home Finance
Agency

Income
restricted. No
rent restrictions

212

Family

126-1br
86-2br

1969

Good

Irvine
Company

Density Bonus

Income
restricted.

October/2070

37

Family

21-1br

2015

Excellent

2026

16-2br

131 Theory

Tustin, CA
92782

Irvine, CA
92617

Tustin Field I
Tustin, CA
92782

Various owners

Redevelopment
Agency

Ownership
income
restricted.

45 years of
initial purchase
date

78

Family

27-2br
51-3br

2006

Excellent

Tustin Field II
Tustin, CA
92782

Various owners

Redevelopment
Agency

Ownership
income
restricted.

45 years of
initial purchase
date

40

Family

40-3br

2007

Excellent
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Arbor Walk
Tustin, CA
92780
Cambridge
Lane
Tustin, CA
92782
Camden
Place
Tustin, CA
92782
Clarendon
Tustin, CA
92782
TOTAL

Various owners

Redevelopment
Agency

Ownership
income
restricted.
Ownership
income
restricted.

45 years of
initial purchase
date
45 years of
initial purchase
date

10

Family

10-3br

2006

Excellent

Various owners

Redevelopment
Agency

50

Family

11-1br
13-2br
12-3br

2006-2007

Excellent

Various owners

Redevelopment
Agency

Ownership
income
restricted.

45 years of
initial purchase
date

63

Family

22-2br
15-3br

2006-2007

Excellent

Various owners

Redevelopment
Agency

Ownership
income
restricted.

45 years of
initial purchase
date

42

Family

42-3br

2006-2007

Excellent

1,193

N/A – Not available
1 DDA - Disposition and Development Agreement
Source: Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy 2008 -2018, City of Tustin
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D.3. Summary of Fair Housing Issues
As discussed in the previous sections of this analysis, the following conclusions were
determined regarding potential fair housing concerns and indicators of certain disadvantaged
populations:












The highest resource areas (environment, education, income, minority concentrations,
etc.) are in the northeastern portion of the city and the lowest resource areas are in the
southwest (tracts 744.06, 744.07, 744.08, 755.12, 755.13, 755.14, 755.15). The city’s high
and low resource areas are consistent with the county’s overall trend, where the highest
resource areas are located along the coastal and hillside areas, while low resource areas
were clustered near I-5 in northcentral Orange County. Areas of low resource within the
city were also identified as having higher percentages of LMI population.
Black residents faced an especially large increase in segregation from 2010 to present
and has one of the highest Dissimilarity Index values amongst all jurisdictions within
Orange County.
Census tract 755.14 had a larger percentage (40 to 60 percent) of children living in
female-headed households than all other census tracts within the city (see Figure 10).
Additionally, a particularly large percentage (75 to 100 percent) of households in this
census tract were also identified as LMI in Figure 11.
Overall, the proportion of White and Black residents living in publicly supported
housing indicates these populations may be overserved representative of their total
percent of the population, while Hispanic residents may be underserved and in need of
additional affordable housing opportunities. Additionally, Hispanic households
experience a disproportionately high percent of housing problems when compared to all
other races/ethnicities within the city.
Further, the northeastern portion of the city that experiences high resources and greater
incomes, contains a sizable gap of predominately White residents. The southwestern
portion of the city that experiences low resources and lower incomes, contains a sizable
gap of predominately Hispanic residents in tracts 744.06, 744.07, 744.08, 755.12, 755.13,
755.14, 755.15.
Large families experience a disproportionate percentage of housing problems compared
to other family types within the city.

D.4. Sites Inventory
The Tustin Land Use Element and Zoning Code provide residential development opportunities
to accommodate the City’s 2021-2029 Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA). Tustin’s
Regional Housing Allocation for the 2021-2029 planning period is a total of 6,782 housing units,
including 1,724 units for very-low-income households, 1,046 units for low-income households,
1,132 units for moderate-income households, and 2,880 units for above moderate-income
households. Figure 20 and 21 detail the designations of vacant and non-vacant land identified to
meet the RHNA in the City of Tustin. The vacant and non-vacant land inventory includes land
that is currently zoned as specific plan, medium- and high-density residential, and land that can
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potentially be designated as high-density residential. Realistic capacity of sites has been derived
from past development proposals, historical character of the area, inquiries received by the
Community Development Department, Disposition and Development Agreements between the
City and developers, exclusive negotiations with potential developer(s) authorized by City
Council, maximum zoning and general plan densities, and eligible incentives to developers for
provisions of affordable housing.
Tustin’s affordable housing strategy is based on the City’s housing needs, affordability gap
analysis, and available financial resources. Several broad policies establish the framework for
the City’s housing strategy as applied to new construction, preservation, rehabilitation, and
other housing program objectives. As shown in Figure 20, sites to accommodate the City’s
RHNA allocation are located near the Interstate-5 (I-5) and in south Tustin, with a majority of
the units being allocated in tracts 755.05, 755.07, 755.12, 755.13 and 755.15. The impacts on
patterns of socioeconomic and racial concentrations are further discussed below:




Improved Conditions: A variety of suitable sites to meet the City’s RHNA allocation
have been identified in the 2021-2029 Housing Element Update. These sites consist of
remaining units in three specific plans, ADUs/JADUs, and transitional housing, and
preservation of at-risk units. The unit breakdown includes 3,325 units in the Tustin
Legacy Specific Plan, 500 in the Red Hill Avenue Specific Plan, 747 in the Downtown
Commercial Core Specific Plan, 100 in ADUs, 132 in Transitional Housing, and 517 in
the preservation of at-risk units. The 2021-2029 Housing Element Update has identified
an additional 1,461 units in the Tustin Legacy Specific Plan to bring the total to 6,782
units in order to meet the City’s RHNA allocation. Spatial analysis of the data available
on the Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Data Viewer showed that the tracts with
low to moderate income households, concentrated minorities, and housing problems
were located in the south and southwestern tracts of the City (744.06, 744.07, 744.08,
755.12, 755.13, 755.14, 755.15). As seen in Figure 20, a majority of identified sites are
located within these tracts that experience socioeconomic or racial disparities in the City
of Tustin. The selected sites combined with the City’s Comprehensive Housing
Affordability Strategy, would be able to accommodate residential development of all
income levels to further fair housing in the City of Tustin.
Exacerbated Conditions: Factors used in calculating realistic capacity included the size
of site parcels, the location and site layout, the potential for lot consolidations where
appropriate, the number of owners, the already available and/or additional
infrastructure improvements needed were among the many protocols in assessing the
realistic capacity of the identified sites. In that the City’s General Plan densities are not
caps for these three Specific Plan areas, allowed increased densities was also a positive
merit towards realistic capacity. Site improvement requirements may only be prevalent
in the Tustin Legacy area in that it is vacant land though with significant base
infrastructure already prevalent. The identified sites can accommodate a variety of
income levels since these parcels are intended to build all types of housing as prescribed
by their respective specific plans. The City’s current site inventory and approach to
accommodate future growth through comprehensive plans is an effective strategy to
meet the City’s 2021-2029 RHNA allocation.
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D.4.1. Integration and Segregation: Race and Income
Census tracts with the highest concentration of minority races, in this case, a Hispanic majority,
are located west of I-5 and border Santa Ana (tracts 744.07, 744.08, and 755.15). Similarly, lowand moderate-income populations are concentrated to the southwest in tracts 755.15, 755.13,
and 755.12. The site inventory identified most sites within these tracts and are zoned as part of a
specific plan or have been identified as at-risk units that are intended to be preserved. The
City’s strategy to preserve affordable housing in addition to developing other housing options
in these areas will encourage a diverse housing market that will attract people from all races
and income levels in these areas. Additionally, goals identified within Section D.5 below would
be implemented citywide and support in furthering fair housing within identified housing
sites.
Listed in Table 24 below, the sites identified for RHNA contain variety of income levels. Of the
census tracts that RHNA sites are allocated to, three include populations that have less than 50
percent of population that fall within the low to moderate income category, and five include
populations that have greater than 50 percent. The majority of RHNA sites are allocated to the
TLSP area, which has 60.14 percent population within the low to moderate income category.
However, as previously stated, the TLSP area is rapidly developing and changing in accordance
with the City’s plans for the area. Although the tract has been identified as predominately low
to moderate income, it has been substantially enhanced with new resources within recent years.
Improvements include schools, parks, community resources, employment centers,
transportation, and a variety of housing, which are likely to increase potential for higher wage
earning. With recent improvements, the Tustin Legacy area surpasses other areas in the City for
livability and well-rounded services for households with various income levels. Therefore, the
selected RHNA sites would result in improved conditions.
The racial makeup of the census block groups where selected RHNA sites are located include
predominately non-White populations (less than 50 percent White). Only one site, Enderle
Center, included population with less than 50 percent non-White population. The City’s
housing strategy is to implement a variety of evenly distributed housing types and affordability
levels within each of the housing sites. By doing so, the selected sites would improve diversity
and would not concentrate affordable housing within areas of minority populations. In addition
to a variety of housing opportunity, new resources and amenities, such as those implemented in
the TLSP area, would be improvements to these areas and provide a benefit to the community.
Therefore, selected RHNA sites would result in improved conditions.
Table 2424. Sites Demographics
Non-White Population
(Percent)

Low to Moderate Income
(Percent)

525.24 (Tustin Market Place)

-

33.59

Block Group 1

61.10

-

Area
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Block Group 2

62.99

-

Block Group 3

54.78

-

Block Group 4

62.71

-

Block Group 5

61.52

-

-

37.43

Block Group 1

46.60

-

Block Group 2

44.58

-

-

61.37

Block Group 1

74.38

-

Block Group 2

53.66

-

-

34.00

Block Group 1

55.69

-

Block Group 2

47.58

-

-

61.99

Block Group 1

71.27

-

Block Group 2

79.55

-

Block Group 3

76.70

-

-

72.46

Block Group 1

85.60

-

Block Group 2

81.40

-

-

64.70

Block Group 1

83.51

-

Block Group 2

73.32

-

-

60.14

755.04 (Enderle Center)

755.05 (DCCSP)

755.06 (DCCSP)

755.07 (DCCSP/RHASP)

755.12 (RHASP)

755.13 (RHSP)

755.15 (TLSP)
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Block Group 1

60.86

-

Block Group 2

84.37

-

Block Group 3

92.23

-

Block Group 4

74.63

-

Source: AFFH Data Viewer

D.4.2. Racially/Ethnically Concentrated Areas of Poverty and Affluence
While no racially/ethically concentrated areas of poverty (per HUD’s definition) were found in
Tustin, some tracts with a high concentration of minorities and LMI populations were found in
the southwestern parts of the city (tracts 744.06, 744.07, 744.08, 755.12, 755.13, 755.14, 755.15). In
contrast, census tract 755.05 can be considered a concentrated area of affluence as it has a
majority White population and a higher range in median income compared to its adjacent tracts.
The Downtown Commercial Core Specific Plan (DCCSP) identified, Enderle Center, and The
Market Place a few sites in this tract that would support affordable housing in more affluent
areas, while the preservation of at-risk units would continue to support affordable housing in
adjacent areas of concentrated poverty. Despite the lack of new affordable housing units being
introduced in northeastern and more affluent areas in the City, online survey results indicated
that 65% of respondents chose the TLSPTustin Legacy Specific Plan Area as an area that is most
appropriate to develop more housing. Additionally, goals identified within Section D.5 below
would be implemented citywide and support in furthering fair housing within identified
housing sites.
As identified in Table 25 below, the sites selected for RHNA allocation include a range of
percent of population considered poverty status. The sites include relatively low percentages of
population considered poverty status, overall. The City’s housing strategy is to implement a
variety of evenly distributed housing types and affordability levels within each of the housing
sites. By doing so, the selected sites would improve diversity and would not concentrate
affordable housing within areas of high poverty. Therefore, selected RHNA sites would result
in improved conditions.
Table 2525. Areas of Poverty
Area

Percent

525.24 (Tustin Market Place)

19.10

755.04 (Enderle Center)

4.90

755.05 (DCCSP)

6.70

755.06 (DCCSP)

5.40
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755.07 (DCCSP/RHASP)

16.70

755.12 (RHASP)

14.30

755.13 (RHSP)

8.80

755.15 (TLSP)

12.00

Source: AFFH Data Viewer

D.4.3. Access to Opportunity
Tustin consists of 21 tracts, with an even distribution of opportunity areas. The City’s south and
southwestern tracts are of low resource, while the northeastern half of the City is considered
high and highest resource. Housing units in the sites inventory are concentrated in the
southwestern half of the city in tracts considered lower resource (tracts 744.06, 744.07, 744.08,
755.12, 755.13, 755.14, 755.15). Several sites are located within tract 755.07, which is identified as
a moderate resource area. Section 2.4 details access to opportunities in these areas and analyzes
factors like education, employment, transportation, and access to environmentally healthy
neighborhoods. The City’s site inventory, which would include a variety of housing
affordability, being located primarily in low resource areas can potentially improve the quality
of life for residents in these areas and support the mobility of these tracts in attaining higher
resources as seen in Figure 22.
Tustin Legacy (Tract 744.15) is a Master Planned Community that is currently being developed.
Although the area comprises 1,500 acres, there are 800 acres remaining for potential future
development with a diverse housing stock, community amenities, and resources. In recent
years, the Tustin Legacy area has been enhanced with new resources to serve current and future
residents, which will improve opportunities for the area. Based upon the resources listed
below, the Tustin Legacy area surpasses other areas in the City for livability and well-rounded
services for households with various income levels. These resources include, but not limited to:






Education
o Heritage Elementary School
o Legacy Magnet Academy (Grades 6-12)
o Advance Technology and Education Park (ATEP) community college by South
Orange County Community College District
Parks
o A total of 91 acres of public and private parks have been completed or are under
construction, including Veterans Sports Park, Tustin Legacy Linear Park, Victory
Park and another 79 acres of potential parkland are remaining.
Community Resources
o Orange County Social Services facility for Abused and Neglected Children and
their parents as well as emancipated youth (includes many women headed
households and their children)
o Rancho Santiago sheriffs training facility
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o Orange County Animal Shelter
o Fire Station
o Army Reserve Center
o Village of Hope transitional homes for individuals and families with children
Employment
o Flight at Tustin Legacy office complex
o Hoag medical center and Health South acute care facility
o Stater Bros. grocery store and other retail and neighborhood services at the
Village at Tustin Legacy
o The District at Tustin Legacy shopping center that offers a variety of retail,
restaurants, entertainment, groceries and other neighborhood services such as
banks, gyms, dance/art studios, barbers and salon services, etc.
Transportation
o Metrolink transit facility
Diverse Housing Stock - Residential developments at various income levels including:
o Columbus Square (1,075 residential units consisting of single-family homes,
duplexes and multi-family homes)
o Columbus Grove (465 detached homes)
o Field I (376 attached units)
o Field II (189 detached units)
o Amalfi Apartments (533 apartment units)
o Greenwood (375 detached single-family units)
o Anton Legacy (225 affordable housing units)
o Levity (218 attached units)
o The Landing (400 attached and detached homes – under construction)

Additionally, goals identified within Section D.5 below would be implemented citywide and
support in furthering fair housing within identified housing sites.Negative TCAC Opportunity
index scores generally indicate that the census tract has lower resource indicator scores than the
region. Majority of the sites that RHNA has been allocated to contain negative index scores. The
TLSP area includes majority of the City’s RHNA allocation. However, as previously stated, the
TLSP area is rapidly developing and changing in accordance with the City’s plans for the area.
Although the tract has been identified as low resource, it has been substantially enhanced with
new resources within recent years. Improvements include schools, parks, community resources,
employment centers, transportation, and a variety of housing, which will increase opportunity
within the area. Therefore, selected RHNA sites would result in improved conditions.
Table 2626. TCAC Opportunity Areas
Area

Index Score

525.24 (Tustin Market Place)

0.27

755.04 (Enderle Center)

-0.14

755.05 (DCCSP)

-0.46
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755.06 (DCCSP)

0.19

755.07 (DCCSP/RHASP)

-0.27

755.12 (RHASP)

-0.58

755.13 (RHSP)

-0.43

755.15 (TLSP)

-0.84

Source: AFFH Data Viewer

D.4.4. Disproportionate Housing Needs
A few trends are immediately clear in housing needs in Orange County. The housing problems
include houses that have 1 of 4 housing problems by race/ ethnicity and family type. Overall,
across the County, Black and Hispanic residents are more likely to face all of these housing
problems, at varying rates across different jurisdictions.
Housing problems occur more frequently in more populated areas of the County, including
Anaheim and Santa Ana in particular. There are some more obvious discrepancies in rates of
housing problems across different demographic groups. Black residents in Aliso Viejo
experience hosing problems at a rate of 61.84% , in Orange (city) at 68.87%, in Tustin at 62.40%,
and in Buena Park at 54.49%. Hispanic residents experience rates of housing problems that are
high overall, but significantly higher in central and southern Orange County. Asian residents
generally experience average or lower rates of housing problems, with exceptions in Garden
Grove and Santa Ana, where they experience housing problems at rates of 55.94% and 54.62%
respectively.
All identified sites to meet RHNA have appropriate zoning to allow residential development, at
densities to achieve the estimated capacities and, without inhibitors, such as stringent
standards, that don’t align appropriately for residential development. There are no provisions
that would deter accommodating very low- or low-income housing in the City to aid in
lowering the percent of disproportionate housing needs experienced by protected classes.
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Figure 20: Location of Sites to Meet RHNA
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Figure 21: Focused Locations of Sites to Meet RHNA
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Figure 22: Location of Sites in Opportunity Zones
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D.5. Identification and Prioritization of Contributing Factors
As identified in Section D.3, the following concerns have been identified regarding fair housing
issues:







Disparity in access to opportunity between the northeast (higher resources), where there
are predominate populations of White residents, and southwest (lower resources) of the
city, where there are predominate populations of Hispanic residents;
High segregation and severe housing issues for the city’s Black residents;
Concentrated female-headed households and LMI population within Census tract
755.14;
Lack of affordable housing opportunities for Hispanic residents; and
Disproportionate housing problems faced by large family households.

Factors that may contribute to these concerns include the following:





Lack of supply of affordable housing in high opportunity areas;
Inequal access to affordable housing for persons with protected characteristics;
Concentrated access to opportunity within high resource areas; and
Lack of education and enforcement, specifically to educate property owners/landlords
about State law prohibiting discrimination.

D.5.1. Goals for Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing
In response to the identified factors above, the City and County established goals to address fair
housing concerns, which were included in the County AI. The first six overarching goals below,
multiple of which have several strategies listed for implementation, are cross-jurisdictional
goals. Orange County and the participating jurisdictions all have a role to play in implementing
those goals. Following those goals, individual goals for Tustin are outlined, which respond to
local circumstances.
If implemented, the goals and strategies below will serve as an effective basis for affirmatively
furthering fair housing by reducing patterns of segregation, mitigating displacement,
addressing disproportionate housing needs, and increasing access to opportunity for members
of protected classes.
1) Goal 1: Increase the supply of affordable housing in high opportunity areas.
a) Explore the creation of a new countywide sources of affordable housing.
b) Using best practices from other jurisdictions, explore policies and programs that increase
the supply affordable housing, such as linkage fees, housing bonds, inclusionary
housing, public land set-aside, community land trusts, transit-oriented development,
and expedited permitting and review.
c) Explore providing low-interest loans to single-family homeowners and grants to
homeowners with household incomes of up to 80% of the Area Median Income to
develop accessory dwelling units with affordability restriction on their property.
d) Review existing zoning policies and explore zoning changes to facilitate the
development of affordable housing.
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2)

3)

4)

5)

e) Align zoning codes to conform to recent California affordable housing legislation.
Goal 2: Prevent displacement of low- and moderate-income residents with protected
characteristics, including Hispanic residents, Vietnamese residents, seniors, and people with
disabilities.
a) Explore piloting a Right to Counsel Program to ensure legal representation for tenants
in landlord-tenant proceedings, including those involving the application of new laws
like A.B. 1482.
Goal 3: Increase community integration for persons with disabilities
a) Conduct targeted outreach and provide tenant application assistance and support to
persons with disabilities, including individuals transitioning from institutional settings
and individuals who are at risk of institutionalization. As part of that assistance,
maintain a database of housing that is accessible to persons with disabilities.
b) Consider adopting the accessibility standards adopted by the City of Los Angeles, which
require 15 percent of all new units in city-supported Low-Income Housing Tax Credit
(LIHTC) projects to be ADA-accessible with at least 4 percent of total units to be
accessible for persons with hearing and/or vision disabilities.
Goal 4: Ensure equal access to housing for persons with protected characteristics, who are
disproportionately likely to be lower-income and to experience homelessness.
a) Reduce barriers to accessing rental housing by exploring eliminating application fees for
voucher holders and encouraging landlords to follow HUD’s guidance on the use of
criminal backgrounds in screening tenants.
b) Consider incorporating a fair housing equity analysis into the review of significant
rezoning proposals and specific plans.
Goal 5: Expand access to opportunity for protected classes.
a) Explore the voluntary adoption of Small Area Fair Market Rents or exception payment
standards in order to increase access to higher opportunity areas for Housing Choice
Voucher holders.
b) Continue implementing a mobility counseling program that informs Housing Choice
Voucher holders about their residential options in higher opportunity areas and
provides holistic supports to voucher holders seeking to move to higher opportunity
areas.
c) Study and make recommendations to improve and expand Orange County’s public
transportation to ensure that members of protected classes can access jobs in
employment centers in Anaheim, Santa Ana, and Irvine.
d) Increase support for fair housing enforcement, education, and outreach.

As identified in the 2020 AI, the following goals were established for the City of Tustin in effort
to address factors outlined above:
1) In collaboration with the Orange County Housing Authority (OCHA):
a) Attend quarterly OCHA Housing Advisory Committee to enhance the exchange of
information regarding the availability, procedures, and policies related to the Housing
Assistance Voucher program and regional housing issues.
b) Support OCHA's affirmative fair marketing plan and de-concentration policies by
providing five-year and annual Public Housing Authority (PHA) plan certifications.
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2)

3)
4)
5)

c) In coordination with OCHA and fair housing services provider, conduct landlord
education campaign to educate property owners about State law prohibiting
discrimination based on household income.
Through the Fair Housing Foundation:
a) Provide fair housing education and information to apartment managers and homeowner
associations on why denial of reasonable modifications/accommodations is unlawful.
b) Conduct multi-faceted fair housing outreach to tenants, landlords, property owners,
realtors, and property management companies. Methods of outreach may include
workshops, informational booths, presentations to community groups, and distribution
of multi-lingual fair housing literature.
c) Provide general fair housing counseling and referrals services to address tenantlandlord issues and investigate allegations of fair housing discrimination and take
appropriate actions to conciliate cases or refer to appropriate authorities.
d) Periodically monitor local newspapers and online media outlets to identify potentially
discriminatory housing advertisements.
e) Include testing/audits within the scope of work with fair housing provider.
Prepare a new Housing Element that is compliant with all current State laws and is certified
by the California Department of Housing and Community Development.
Utilize funding through State programs (SB2) to support affordable housing and/or
homeless prevention services.
Update zoning ordinance to comply with current State law.

As part of this Housing Element, the City has established several programs that address the
constraints of this AFH analysis, as well as support the goals that were previously established
during development of the County AI. Additionally, tThe City’s General Plan Housing Element
(2021-2029) includes several goals that will support in furthering fair housing within the city.


Goal 1: Provide an adequate supply of housing to meet the need for a variety of housing
types and the diverse socio-economic needs of all community residents.



Goal 2: Ensure equal housing opportunities for all existing and future City residents
regardless of race, religion, ethnicity, sex, age, marital status or household composition.



Goal 3: Increase the percentage of ownership housing to ensure a reasonable balance of
rental and owner-occupied housing within the City.



Goal 4: Preserve the existing supply of affordable housing in the City.

To facilitate these goals, several programs will be implemented over the planning period, as
discussed in Section IV of the Housing Elemen to ensure the City’s goals are met. Several of the
City’s programs were modified in response to create measurable actions that will be monitored
to progress is made towards AFH constraints identified as part of this analysis. The following
table provides the programs that will be implemented over the planning period to addresst.
Supporting programs would facilitate development of new affordable housing opportunities,
provide housing and/or housing services for persons with protected characteristics, protect
existing low-income housing from conversion to market rate housing, promote high-quality
housing/housing rehabilitation throughout the City, and Promote and educate the
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public/landlords on fair housing practices. Through these actions, the City will be able to take
meaningful action towards creating affordable housing opportunities in high resource areas,
provide access to affordable housing for persons with protected characteristics, distribute access
to opportunity outside of high resource areas, and provide education and enforcement to
implement State law prohibiting discrimination.
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AFFH Fair Housing
Issue
Housing Mobility

Constraint



Supporting Programs

Lack of supply of affordable housing in high
opportunity areas
Inequal access to affordable housing for
persons with protected characteristics

Facilitate development of new affordable housing
opportunities:
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1.1 (New Program Title) Residential
Development – Available Sites
1.3 (Modified) Density Bonus Program
1.4 (New) Voluntary Workforce Housing
1.5 (New) Zoning Code Streamlining
Program
1.7 (New) By-Right Approval of Projects
with 20 Percent Affordable Units on “Reuse”
Sites
(Modified) Accessory Dwelling Units
Programs
1.9 (New) Partnerships with Non-Profit
Organizations
1.11 (Modified) Development and Permit
Streamlining
1.13 (Modify) Bonding Programs
1.14 (New) Adaptive Reuse of Historic
Resources to Facilitate Affordable Housing
production
2.2 (Existing) Economic Integration within
Sphere of Influence
3.3 Housing Authority
3.4 (NEW) Annual City Housing Check-In
with Developers
3.8 (New) Membership of the California
Community Housing Agency (“CalCHA”)

Provide housing/housing services for persons with
protected characteristics:







1.19 Fees, Exactions, and Permit Procedures
2.1 (Modified) Emergency, Transitional, and
Supportive Housing
2.3 (Modified) Senior Housing
2.4 (Modified) Housing for Persons with
Disabilities
3.2 (Modified) Home Ownership Assistance
3.5 (Existing) Rental Assistance

Protection of low-income housing








New Housing
Choices and
Affordability in
Areas of
Opportunity




Lack of supply of affordable housing in high
opportunity areas
Concentrated access to opportunity within
high resource areas

Facilitate development of new affordable housing
opportunities:
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1.6 (Modified) Mobile Home Programs
1.10 (Modified) Deed Restrictions
1.12 (New) Inventory of Available Sites and
Monitoring No Net Loss
2.6 Housing Referral Program
3.1 Condominium Conversions
3.6 (Existing) Affordable Senior Housing
Project and Senior Board and Care Facility
3.7 (Modified) Preservation of Assisted
Housing
3.9 (New) “Qualified Entities” Registration

1.1 (New Program Title) Residential
Development – Available Sites
1.3 (Modified) Density Bonus Program
1.4 (New) Voluntary Workforce Housing
1.5 (New) Zoning Code Streamlining
Program













Place-Based
Strategies to
Encourage
Community
Revitalization




Concentrated access to opportunity within
high resource areas
Lack of education and enforcement,
specifically to educate property
owners/landlords about State law
prohibiting discrimination

1.7 (New) By-Right Approval of Projects
with 20 Percent Affordable Units on “Reuse”
Sites
(Modified) Accessory Dwelling Units
Programs
1.9 (New) Partnerships with Non-Profit
Organizations
1.11 (Modified) Development and Permit
Streamlining
1.13 (Modify) Bonding Programs
1.14 (New) Adaptive Reuse of Historic
Resources to Facilitate Affordable Housing
production
2.2 (Existing) Economic Integration within
Sphere of Influence
3.3 Housing Authority
3.4 (NEW) Annual City Housing Check-In
with Developers
3.8 (New) Membership of the California
Community Housing Agency (“CalCHA”)

Promote high-quality housing/housing
rehabilitation throughout the City:




1.2 (New) Objective Design Standards
4.10 (Modified) Housing Rehabilitation
5.1 (Modified) Enforcement of Building and
Housing Codes

Promote and educate the public/landlords on fair
housing practices
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2.5 (NEW) Affirmatively Furthering Fair
Housing

Protecting Existing
Residents from
Displacement





Lack of supply of affordable housing in high
opportunity areas
Inequal access to affordable housing for
persons with protected characteristics
Lack of education and enforcement,
specifically to educate property
owners/landlords about State law
prohibiting discrimination

Provide housing/housing services for persons with
protected characteristics:







1.19 Fees, Exactions, and Permit Procedures
2.1 (Modified) Emergency, Transitional, and
Supportive Housing
2.3 (Modified) Senior Housing
2.4 (Modified) Housing for Persons with
Disabilities
3.2 (Modified) Home Ownership Assistance
3.5 (Existing) Rental Assistance

Protection of low-income housing









1.6 (Modified) Mobile Home Programs
1.10 (Modified) Deed Restrictions
1.12 (New) Inventory of Available Sites and
Monitoring No Net Loss
2.6 Housing Referral Program
3.1 Condominium Conversions
3.6 (Existing) Affordable Senior Housing
Project and Senior Board and Care Facility
3.7 (Modified) Preservation of Assisted
Housing
3.9 (New) “Qualified Entities” Registration

Promote and educate the public/landlords on fair
housing practices
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2.5 (NEW) Affirmatively Furthering Fair
Housing

