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 Chambersburg • Carlisle • Camp Hill • Gettysburg • Hanover 

September 2, 2026  

VIA E-FILE PORTAL  
Lyle Hartranft, Esq.  
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania  
Office of Open Records 
333 Market St., 16th Floor 
Harrisburg, PA 17101-2234 
 
 Re: Hudak v. Heidelberg Township 
  OOR Dkt. AP 2026-3442 
 
Dear Mr. Hartranft: 
 

Heidelberg Township (“Township”) is a local agency subject to the Right-to-Know Law 

(“RTKL”) that is required to disclose public records.  See 65 P.S. § 67.302.  The Township 

provided all responsive records that it was able to locate within the statutory timeframe under the 

RTKL. Further, the Township followed this initial response with a supplemental response 

providing the remaining records within its possession custody or control. The Township asserts 

that as of the date of the filing of this appeal submission that all responsive records within its 

possession, custody or control have been provided to Mr. Hudak.  No further responsive records 

exist within its possession, custody or control. Accordingly, the Township respectfully requests 

that the Office of Open Records deny the instant appeal. 

A. Mr. Hudak’s RTKL Request 

On July 9, 2026, the Township received a request for records from Mr. Hudak (the 

“Request”).1  A copy of the Request is attached hereto as Exhibit “A.”   

The Request sought the following: 
 

1 Although Mr. Hudak’s Request is dated June 24, 2026, it was not received by the Township until July 9, 2026. 
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Threshold items — address, parcel identity, and search scope 
Because the parcel has appeared under more than one street address in Township records 
(5930 and 5932 Colonial Valley Road, an “8930 Colonial Valley Road” entry corrected 
by hand on one permit, and a possible “Menges Mill Road” reference) and the owner 
under more than one name, the requester asks that every item in this request be searched 
by parcel number (30-000-FF-0153.00-00000) and by each address variant and each 
Owner/Operator name variant, so that records filed under one address or name are not 
omitted when another is searched. 
 
1. All records assigning, changing, or correcting any street address for the parcel, 

including any county uniform / 911 addressing records in the Township’s possession. 
 

2. All records concerning the street address shown on Building Permit No. 1489-15, 
which was printed as “8930 Colonial Valley Road” and corrected by hand to “5932 
Colonial Valley Road,” and any record explaining that correction.  

3. All records mapping the addresses 5930 Colonial Valley Road, 5932 Colonial Valley 
Road, “8930 Colonial Valley Road,” and any “Menges Mill Road” address to Parcel 
No. 30-000-FF-0153.00-00000, and any record indicating whether those addresses 
denote separate structures, units, suites, or tenant spaces on the single parcel. 

 
4. Any record indicating whether the parcel has ever been subdivided, or whether 5930 

and 5932 Colonial Valley Road are separate lots of record; and the current deed and 
tax-parcel record for the parcel in the Township’s possession. 

 
5. All subdivision and lot-line records concerning the parcel in the Township’s 

possession, including any plan that created the parcel or that separated it from, or 
combined it with, any adjoining parcel — including Parcel No. 30-000-FF-0144.B0-
00000 (6055 West Side Avenue) and the parcel historically referenced as “151” in the 
chain of title (the “(COMB W/151)” notation). 

 
6. All recorded deeds and conveyances for the parcel in the Township’s possession, 

including the August 5, 2014 conveyance to Menges Mill Management LLC (York 
County Deed Book 2287, Page 4630) and the October 6, 2017 conveyance to the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania (Deed Book 2442, Page 1347), together with any 
record describing the interest transferred by the 2017 conveyance. 

 
7. All records concerning the location at which Kim’s Krypt Haunted Mill and/or The 

Korral (or any predecessor adult-related or social-club use, including any use 
operated as “Hedo Farm Resort” or “The Farm Travel Club”) operated before 
operating at the parcel, including at 6055 West Side Avenue (Parcel No. 30-000-FF-
0144.B0-00000), and any record concerning the relocation or transfer of any such use 
to the parcel. 

 
8. Records sufficient to show the zoning district classification of the parcel (including the 

applicable zoning map sheet) and any change to that classification. 
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I. Zoning permits, determinations, and classifications 
 
9. All zoning permits issued for the parcel, 5930 Colonial Valley Road, and/or 5932 

Colonial Valley Road, and all applications therefor. 
 

10. All written determinations, interpretations, or decisions issued by the Zoning Officer 
concerning the parcel, including any determination of permitted use, accessory use, 
change of use, or use classification. 

 
11. Any determination, correspondence, or analysis addressing whether any use at the 

parcel constitutes an “Adult-Related Use” as defined in the Zoning Ordinance, and 
any application of the supplemental standards of Part 8, § 8.4.A (including separation 
and locational criteria) to the parcel. 

 
12. Any zoning permit or determination addressing overnight accommodations, lodging, 

rooms, or transient occupancy at the parcel. 
 

13. All records of any conditional-use application, hearing, or decision concerning the 
parcel. 

 
II. Nonconforming use 
 
14. Any nonconforming-use registration, certificate, application, or other record 

establishing the existence, commencement date, and scope of any nonconforming use 
at the parcel. 
 

15. Any file, inspection record, or periodic-examination record maintained for any 
nonconforming use at the parcel, including records maintained under Zoning 
Ordinance § 11.1.A.1 (duties of the Zoning Officer to inspect nonconforming uses). 

 
16. Any record establishing whether any nonconforming use claimed at the parcel existed 

at the parcel before the August 5, 2014 conveyance to Menges Mill Management LLC, 
and any record addressing whether a nonconforming use was relocated to the parcel 
from another property. 

 
As to the two items above, the requester asks that the search not be limited to the period 
stated at the outset but extend to the inception of any nonconforming use at the parcel, 
including records predating January 1, 2011. 
 
III. Zoning Hearing Board 
 
17. All Zoning Hearing Board applications concerning the parcel (special exception, 

variance, or appeal of a determination). 
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18. All Zoning Hearing Board decisions, orders, findings of fact, and conclusions of law 
concerning the parcel. 
 

19. All Zoning Hearing Board hearing notices, public-notice publications, agendas, sign-
in sheets, minutes, transcripts, and exhibits concerning the parcel. 
 

20. Any record evidencing a special exception granted under Zoning Ordinance § 7.30 
(expansion or alteration of a nonconforming use) for the parcel; if none exists, a written 
statement to that effect as to this item. 

 
IV. Building permits, plans, inspections, and occupancy 
 
21. All building permits issued for the parcel, including but not limited to Permit Nos. 

1478-15, 1489-15, 1036-16, 0149-25, B25-003, 2034-25, and B25-031, and any others, 
together with all applications therefor. 
 

22. All construction documents, site plans, and drawings submitted in connection with any 
permit for the parcel, including the plan titled “Proposed Pool Cabanas” (Architecture 
Workshop, Inc.) and any plan bearing an “Approved for Construction” stamp. 
 

23. All permit checklists, plan-review records, and intake records for the parcel. 
 

24. All inspection records, inspection reports, and inspection results for the parcel, of any 
type (building, zoning, fire, electrical, or other), including any record of inspection 
conducted before or after issuance of any permit. 
 

25. All certificates of use and occupancy (and applications therefor) issued, denied, or 
pending for the parcel, including for the haunted attraction use and for any club, 
social-club, or overnight-accommodation use. 
 

26. Any record reflecting commencement of work or use prior to issuance of a permit, 
including any doubled-fee assessment under Zoning Ordinance § 11.2.A.1, and any 
stop-work order issued for the parcel. 
 

27. All permits, applications, and records concerning the swimming pool at the parcel, 
including any record filed or indexed under a “Menges Mill Road” address. 
 

28. The identity of any third-party agency or individual serving as the Township’s Building 
Code Official, Uniform Construction Code administrator, or inspection agency for the 
parcel, and all permits, plan reviews, inspection records, and correspondence 
concerning the parcel held by the Township by virtue of that relationship. 

 
V. Land development, SALDO, and outside-agency review 
 
29. All land development and/or subdivision plan submissions for the parcel, in any version 

or revision. 
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30. All engineering and plan-review correspondence and reports concerning the parcel, 

including all reviews by C.S. Davidson, Inc. and by GHI Engineers. 
 

31. Any waiver request under the Subdivision and Land Development Ordinance for the 
parcel and any action taken on such request. 
 

32. Any Board of Supervisors action (approval, conditional approval, denial, or conditions 
imposed) on any land development or subdivision plan for the parcel, and any plan 
recorded or submitted for recording. 
 

33. All correspondence and transmittals between the Township and the York County 
Planning Commission concerning the parcel, including all records associated with 
YCPC File #30-25-01-27-0016. 
 

34. All pre-application, sketch-plan, or informal-review records concerning the parcel, 
and all records of any Heidelberg Township Planning Commission referral, review, 
recommendation, or action on any plan for the parcel. 

 
35. All stormwater management plan submissions, reviews, and approvals for the parcel. 

 
36. All records of the sewage planning module, Sewage Enforcement Officer review, 

and/or Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection review for the parcel 
that are in the Township’s possession. 
 

37. All records of erosion-and-sediment-control review or York County Conservation 
District approval for the parcel that are in the Township’s possession. 

 
VI. Enforcement and complaints 
 
38. All notices of violation, enforcement notices, and citations issued concerning the 

parcel. 
 

39. All complaints received by the Township concerning the parcel or either business 
(including zoning, building, occupancy, noise, nuisance, or other complaints), and all 
Township responses thereto. 
 

40. The Township’s zoning enforcement log or record to the extent it references the parcel 
or either business. 
 

41. All correspondence concerning compliance or enforcement at the parcel. 
 

VII. Use-specific records — The Korral and any predecessor adult-related or social-club 
use 
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42. All records concerning the adult-related or social-club use at the parcel operating as 
“The Korral,” and any record concerning a predecessor or related use of the same 
operation known as “Hedo Farm Resort” or “The Farm Travel Club” 
(thefarmtravelclub.com), including any permit, occupancy, licensing, registration, or 
use record, and any record connecting such predecessor name or use to the parcel or 
to the Owner/Operator Parties. 
 

43. All records concerning overnight accommodations, private-stay rooms, or transient 
lodging at the parcel. 
 

44. All fire-safety, health, building-safety, or licensing records concerning the club or 
overnight-accommodation use at the parcel. 

 
VIII. Use-specific records — Kim’s Krypt Haunted Mill 
 
45. All records concerning the business or use operating as “Kim’s Krypt Haunted Mill” 

at the parcel, including any permit, occupancy, or seasonal-use record. 
 

46. All assembly-occupancy, fire-safety, and fire-marshal inspection records concerning 
the haunted-attraction use at the parcel. 

 
IX. Communications (email, text, and other electronic messages) 

 
This section requests Communications as defined above. So that the search is complete and 
answerable, the requester asks the Township to treat each custodian listed in the table 
below as a separate item, and to search and produce all Communications concerning the 
parcel for each custodian for the period January 1, 2011 to the present. 
 
47. All Communications between any Township official, employee, or agent and any of the 

Owner/Operator Parties (as defined above) concerning the parcel. 
 

48. All internal Communications among Township officials, employees, or agents 
concerning the parcel. 
 

49. All Communications reflecting any prior Township Manager’s review, handling, 
conditioning, withholding, or denial of any permit, approval, or plan for the parcel. 

 
50. For each custodian identified in the table below, all Communications concerning the 

parcel. Each custodian is a separate item for response. 
 

# Custodian  Role/Title  
1 Chris Walker  Zoning Officer / Building Code 

official  
2 Judy Mustard  Township Manager / Open records 

Officer  
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3 Timothy R. Hanse  Chairman, Board of Supervisors  
4 All other members of the 

Board of Supervisors  
Supervisors (each, individually) 

5 Katie Holmes  Township Secretary   
6 Township Solicitor  Solicitor to the Township / Board of 

Supervisors 
7 Andy Brough Chairman, zoning Hearing Board  
8 Jay Kalasnik Solicitor, Zoning Hearing Board  
9 C.S. Davidson, Inc.  Township Engineer (and GHI 

Engineers, as applicable)  
10  Prior Township 

Manager(s)  
Predecessor(s) to the current 
Township Manager 

 
Format of Communications. Please produce Communications in native electronic format, 
retaining all metadata, including the sender, all recipients (including cc and bcc), date and 
time stamps, subject lines, and any attachments. Please do not produce email or messages 
solely as flattened images, screenshots, or printouts that omit sender, recipient, or 
date/time routing information. 
 
X. Financial and meeting records 
 
51. All invoices, fee assessments, escrow records, and payment records concerning the 

parcel, including application fees, engineering-review fees, and any doubled fees. 
 

52. All minutes and agendas of the Board of Supervisors, the Planning Commission, and 
the Zoning Hearing Board that reference the parcel or either business, for the period 
January 1, 2011 to the present. 

 
B. The Township’s Response to the Request 

 
Following a 30-day extension, the Township responded to Mr. Hudak’s Request on August 

18, 2026.  A copy of the Township’s response letter is attached hereto as Exhibit “B.” Due to the 

voluminous nature of Mr. Hudak’s request the Township was not able to produce all of the records 

in its possession, custody or control that were responsive to the request. On August 17, 2026, the 

Township sought a mutually agreeable extension from Mr. Hudak, which he refused. The 

Township produced, with the response letter, the records that it was able to find and review within 

the 30-day extension period. The Township also made Mr. Hudak aware of the fact that it 
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anticipated additional records responsive to his request and that would be provided to him once 

located and reviewed whether disclosure was appropriate.    

On August 20, 2026, Mr. Hudak filed the instant appeal (the “Appeal”).  In his appeal 

submission Mr. Hudak asserts multiple violations of the RTKL by the Township including 

violations of section 902(b), 903, and 706. Mr. Hudak further asserts that the Township must 

provide all records within the 30-day time frame statutorily required by the RTKL.   

To be clear, the Township does not dispute that at the time Mr. Hudak filed the Appeal that 

additional records were within its possession, custody or control.  The Township required more 

time to conduct its good faith search to locate these records.  On September 2, 2026, the Township 

provided a supplemental response to Mr. Hudak enclosing further responsive records and directing 

his attention to where further responsive records are freely available to the public. A copy of that 

supplemental response that is attached and incorporated herein as Exhibit “C.”  

C. The Township’s Legal Position 

1. The Township provided Mr. Hudak with all of the records responsive 
to his request that it could locate in its original response and the 
supplemental response. Therefore, the Appeal as to these requests 
should be dismissed as moot.   
 

Records in possession of a local agency are presumed public unless exempt under the 

RTKL or other law, or protected by a privilege, judicial order, or decree.  See 65 P.S. § 67.305.  

An agency bears the burden of proving the applicability of any cited exemptions.  See 65 P.S. § 

67.708(a).  Section 102 of the RTKL defines a “record” as “[i]nformation, regardless of physical 

form or characteristics, that documents a transaction or activity of an agency and that is created, 

received or retained pursuant to law or in connection with a transaction, business or activity of the 

agency.”  65 P.S. § 67.102.   
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The Township does not deny that records requested by Mr. Hudak are public records. 

Rather, the Township was unable to locate the voluminous amount of records requested by Mr. 

Hudak in the 30-day extension window. Therefore, it provided Mr. Hudak with the records it was 

able to locate within the 30-day extension time frame in its initial response. The Township 

provided these records to Mr. Hudak in their entirety with no redactions made and communicated 

that it would continue its good faith search and supplement its response as it was able to locate 

more records that are responsive to the request.  

Mr. Hudak objects to the documents provided on the basis that the Township did not 

provide these records with a number that corresponds with the request which the document is 

associated with. However, there is no requirement under the RTKL that the agency respond by 

providing responsive records in such a manner. The RTKL provides that “an agency shall make a 

good faith effort to determine if the record requested is a public record…and whether the agency 

has possession, custody or control of the identified record, and to respond as promptly as possible.” 

65 P.S. § 67.901. It is a bedrock principle that “[w]hen responding to a request for access, an 

agency shall not be required to…compile, maintain, forma or organize a record in a manner in 

which the agency does not currently compile, maintain, format or organize the record.” 65 P.S. § 

67.705; see also Rinaldi v. Jessup Borough, Dkt. 2019-0728 (O.O.R. 2019) (“the RTKL does not 

require an agency to organize the records in any manner when responding to the [r]equest.”). 

Because the records enclosed in the initial response have been provided in their entirety 

and the Township is under no obligation to provide the records with a number associating it to a 

specific request there is no controversy for the OOR to decide and therefore, the appeal as to these 

requests should be dismissed as moot.  
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 Further, the Township supplemented its response on September 2, 2026, with a second 

response containing additional records responsive to Mr. Hudak’s request. Along with the 

responsive records enclosed with the supplemental response, the Township directed Mr. Hudak to 

responsive records that are freely available to the public online by providing links to pages on the 

Township website and the York County Recorder of Deeds. Section 704 of the RTKL expressly 

authorizes an agency to make records available through publicly accessible electronic means and 

to respond to requests by notifying the requester that the record is available through such means. 

65 P.S. § 67.704(a)-(b). Thus, where responsive records are posted on the Township’s website or 

are otherwise accessible through a public online portal, the RTKL permits the Township to identify 

that publicly accessible source rather than duplicate records already available to the requester. 

Moreover, the Office of Open Records has routinely held that “providing all of an agency’s 

meeting minutes is a permissible response to a request which seeks specific portions of those 

meeting minutes.”  In the Matter of Betsy Radcliffe v. Avonworth School Dist., Dkt. AP 2022-1477 

(O.O.R. Aug. 29, 2022) (citing In the Matter of Allan Nowicki v. Tinicum Twp., Dkt. AP 2018-

0255 (O.O.R. Mar. 20, 2018)). 

When an agency supplements its original response with additional records that are 

responsive to the original request the appeal is mooted as to the request for those records. See 

Chester Water Auth. v. Pa. Dep’t of Cmty. & Econ. Dev., 249 A.3d 1106, 1114 (Pa. 2021).  Because 

these records have been provided to Mr. Hudak, via the supplemental response, Mr. Hudak’s 

appeal as to those records should similarly dismissed as moot.  

 
2. The Township did not deny any of the requests made by Mr. Hudak, 

but it reserved its right to raise reasons for denial on appeal.  
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The RTKL requires that when an agency denies a request that it do so in writing and that 

writing,  

shall include a description of the record requested, the specific reason for the denial, 
including a citation of legal authority, the typed print name, title, address, business 
telephone number, and signature of the open records officer whose authority the 
denial is issued, date of response, and the procedure to appeal the denial of access 
under…  
 

the RTKL. 65 P.S. § 67.903. Moreover, when an agency does not respond to a request at all or in 

a timely manner the request is deemed denied. 65 P.S. § 67.901. In either case the Pennsylvania 

Supreme Court has held that the agency does not waive a reason for denial of a request simply 

for not raising it in its initial response. Levy v. Senate of Pennsylvania, 619 A.3d 361, 383 (Pa. 

2013). The agency has the ability to assert any reason for denial on appeal that it did not assert in 

its initial response. Id.  

Therefore, Mr. Hudak’s statement that the agency must assert all reasons for denial in its 

initial response has no support in the law. Section 903 of the RTKL only states that the agency 

state the reason for denial and cite to specific legal authority, not that it must state every reason 

for denial or all potential reasons for denial. Id. at 380. The Township did not waive any reasons 

for denial by failing to state them in its initial response. The Township stated no reason for denial 

because as of its initial response the Township had no reason to deny any of Mr. Hudak’s request. 

The Court in Levy has already determined that when an agency’s response is deemed denied for 

not providing the responsive records that it would undermine Section 708 of the RTKL by not 

giving the agency an opportunity to state a reason for denial on appeal. Id. at 382. Thus, the 

Township has reserved all reasons for denial of the request for this appeal.  

3. The Township does not have records responsive to the remainder of the 
request within in its possession, custody or control.  
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Dispositively, there are no records in the Township’s possession, custody, or control 

responsive to the remainder of Mr. Hudak’s request. Pursuant to the RTKL, “an agency shall make 

a good faith effort to determine if the record requested is a public record… and whether the agency 

has possession, custody or control of the identified record.” 65 P.S. § 67.901. In Pa. Dep’t of 

Health v. Mahon, 283 A.3d 929 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2022), the Commonwealth Court discussed the 

evidence required to establish the absence of records, quoting its previous decision in Hodges v. 

Pa Dep’t of Health, which held that an agency “may satisfy its burden of proof… with either an 

unworn attestation by the person who searched for the record or a sworn affidavit of nonexistence 

of the record.” See also Campbell v. Pa. Interscholastic Athletic Ass’n, 268 A.3d 502 (Pa. Cmwlth. 

2021) (noting that an agency need only prove the nonexistence of records by a preponderance of 

the evidence, the lowest evidentiary standard, and is tantamount to a “more likely than no” 

inquiry). Under the RTKL, an affidavit may serve as sufficient evidentiary support of the 

nonexistence of records. See Sherry v. Radnor Twp. Sch. Dist., 20 A.3d 515, 520-21 (Pa. Cmwlth. 

2011); Moore v. Office of Open Records, 992 A.2d 907, 909 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2010). Further the OOR 

does not make determinations as to whether responsive records should exist, as the inquiry is 

limited to only whether or not records are “in existence and in possession of … the agency at the 

time of the right-to-know request.” Moore, 992 A.2d 909.  

After sending an initial response to Mr. Hudak the Township continued its good faith 

search for records responsive to the Request. Ms. Mustard contacted all individuals listed in the 

Request and engaged in a searching inquiry of the Township’s zoning and land development 

records and found no records within the possession, custody, or control of the Township that were 

responsive to items 1, 4, 5, 10, 12, 14, 15, 16, 24, 27, 29, 31, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 44, 46, 50 
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as to communications from Tim Hansen, Andy Brough, Katie Holmes, Jay Kalisnik, the Township 

Solicitor, and Judy Mustard, and 51. 

The Township was able to locate responsive records for portions of but not the entire 

request in a few of the items. For item 19 the Township provided to Mr. Hudak in the supplemental 

response, everything it had with relation to the Zoning Hearing Board determination for the 

property. Everything else requested in item 19 did not exist within the Township’s possession, 

custody or control. For item 23 the Township provided all of the records it had in its possession 

custody or control except for the permit checklist. This is because the permit checklist does not 

exist within the possession, custody or control of the Township. For item 26 the Township issued 

all records it could locate except for the stop work order because one was never issued. Therefore, 

the record does not exist within the possession, custody, or control of the Township.  

The Township, as evidenced by the Mustard Affidavit, which is attached hereto as Exhibit 

“D” and incorporated herein by reference, is not in possession custody or control of any records 

responsive to the remainder of the Request. Accordingly, the Township has met its burden of 

proving that no responsive records exist in the Township’s possession, custody, or control for those 

items.  

Because the Township made all responsive records within its possession, custody or control 

available, Mr. Hudak’s appeal should be denied.  

Respectfully submitted, 
 
        SALZMANN HUGHES, P.C. 
             
        /s/ Idan V. Ghazanfari 
        Idan V. Ghazanfari



 

  

EXHIBIT “A” 
 

Hudak RTKL Request, Received July 9, 2026 
  



RIGHT-TO-KNOW LAW REQUEST

Pennsylvania Right-to-Know Law, 65 P.S. § 67.101 et seq.

Date: June 24, 2026

To: Judy Mustard, Open Records Officer — Heidelberg Township, 6424 York Road, Spring Grove, PA 

17362

From: Mark Hudak, 929 Porters Road, Spring Grove, PA 17362

Re: Records concerning 5930 and 5932 Colonial Valley Road, Spring Grove, PA 17362 (Heidelberg 

Township) — Parcel No. 30-000-FF-0153.00-00000 — the businesses operating thereon, Kim’s Krypt 

Haunted Mill and The Korral; any predecessor adult-related or social-club use, including any use known 

as “Hedo Farm Resort” or “The Farm Travel Club” (thefarmtravelclub.com); and the related prior 

location at 6055 West Side Avenue (Parcel No. 30-000-FF-0144.B0-00000).

This is a formal request under the Pennsylvania Right-to-Know Law (“RTKL”), 65 P.S. § 67.101 et seq. 

It seeks records in the possession, custody, or control of Heidelberg Township concerning the single 

parcel identified above (Parcel No. 30-000-FF-0153.00-00000), which carries the street addresses 5930 

and 5932 Colonial Valley Road and on which two businesses operate: Kim’s Krypt Haunted Mill (a 

seasonal haunted attraction) and The Korral (a private members club). This request also reaches any 

predecessor or related adult-related or social-club use that operated under another name — including any 

use known as “Hedo Farm Resort” or “The Farm Travel Club” — and the related prior location at 6055 

West Side Avenue (Parcel No. 30-000-FF-0144.B0-00000), so that records filed under a former business 

name or the prior address are captured. Unless a specific item states otherwise, the time period for this 

request is January 1, 2011 to the present.

Instructions — please respond to each numbered item separately

So that no responsive record is overlooked, the Township is requested to respond to each numbered item 

below on an item-by-item basis. For each numbered item, please do one of the following, and identify the 

item number to which each part of the response corresponds:

(a) produce the responsive record(s); or

(b) if access is granted in part and denied in part, produce the record with redactions and cite, for each 

redaction, the specific RTKL exemption or other legal basis under 65 P.S. § 67.708 or other law; or

(c) if the item is denied in full, cite the specific statutory basis for the denial; or

(d) if no responsive record exists, state so expressly and in writing as to that specific item.

Attestation requested: For any item answered under (d), the requester respectfully requests that the “no 

responsive record” response be supported by a written verification or attestation, made subject to the 

penalties of 18 Pa.C.S. § 4904 (unsworn falsification to authorities), by the official with knowledge that a 

good-faith search was conducted and that no responsive record exists in the Township’s possession, 

custody, or control.

Definitions

“Communications” means any record of correspondence or message of any kind concerning the parcel, 

including but not limited to: letters and memoranda; email and email attachments; text, SMS, and MMS 

messages; messages sent or received through messaging or chat applications; direct messages on social-



media platforms; and voicemail messages and call logs. Communications are requested whether created, 

sent, or received on Township-owned accounts, systems, or devices, or on the personal accounts or 

personal devices of any official, employee, or agent, to the extent the communication documents a 

transaction or activity of the Township. Under Pennsylvania law, a record that documents agency 

business is a public record regardless of where it is stored, including on a personal account or personal 

device.

“The parcel” means Parcel No. 30-000-FF-0153.00-00000, and includes the street addresses 5930 and 

5932 Colonial Valley Road, the address “8930 Colonial Valley Road” (as printed and then corrected by 

hand on Building Permit No. 1489-15), any “Menges Mill Road” address used for the parcel, any other 

address ever associated with the parcel, and the businesses Kim’s Krypt Haunted Mill and The Korral.

“Predecessor Use and Prior Location” means any predecessor or related adult-related or social-club use 

of the operation now operating at the parcel as “The Korral” — including any use known or operated as 

“Hedo Farm Resort” or “The Farm Travel Club” (thefarmtravelclub.com) — together with its reported 

prior location at 6055 West Side Avenue (Parcel No. 30-000-FF-0144.B0-00000). This term is defined so 

that records filed under a former business name or at the prior address are searched and produced; it does 

not treat the prior parcel as part of, or the same as, the subject parcel, which remains Parcel No. 30-000-

FF-0153.00-00000.

“Owner/Operator Parties” means Menges Mill Management LLC (the owner of record per York 

County assessment records) and Kimberly L. Yates, the businesses operating at the parcel (Kim’s Krypt 

Haunted Mill and The Korral), and any of their owners, members, managers, employees, agents, 

authorized representatives, attorneys, engineers, surveyors, architects, plan preparers, and contractors — 

including any general contractor, builder, installer, or electrician — acting for the owner or either 

business in connection with the parcel. This includes, without limitation, Architecture Workshop, Inc. and 

Gordon L. Brown / G.L. Brown and Associates. The businesses operating at the parcel include any 

predecessor or related adult-related or social-club use, including any use known or operated as “The 

Korral,” “Hedo Farm Resort,” or “The Farm Travel Club” (thefarmtravelclub.com). This term also 

includes the variant owner names and spellings “Menges Mill Management,” “Menges Mills 

Management LLC,” “Manges Mill Property Management,” “Menges Mill Mgmt,” “Kimberly L. Yates,” 

and “Kim Yates.”

Threshold items — address, parcel identity, and search scope

Because the parcel has appeared under more than one street address in Township records (5930 and 5932 

Colonial Valley Road, an “8930 Colonial Valley Road” entry corrected by hand on one permit, and a 

possible “Menges Mill Road” reference) and the owner under more than one name, the requester asks that 

every item in this request be searched by parcel number (30-000-FF-0153.00-00000) and by each address 

variant and each Owner/Operator name variant, so that records filed under one address or name are not 

omitted when another is searched.

1. All records assigning, changing, or correcting any street address for the parcel, including any 

county uniform / 911 addressing records in the Township’s possession.

2. All records concerning the street address shown on Building Permit No. 1489-15, which was 

printed as “8930 Colonial Valley Road” and corrected by hand to “5932 Colonial Valley Road,” 

and any record explaining that correction.



3. All records mapping the addresses 5930 Colonial Valley Road, 5932 Colonial Valley Road, “8930 

Colonial Valley Road,” and any “Menges Mill Road” address to Parcel No. 30-000-FF-0153.00-

00000, and any record indicating whether those addresses denote separate structures, units, suites, 

or tenant spaces on the single parcel.

4. Any record indicating whether the parcel has ever been subdivided, or whether 5930 and 5932 

Colonial Valley Road are separate lots of record; and the current deed and tax-parcel record for the 

parcel in the Township’s possession.

5. All subdivision and lot-line records concerning the parcel in the Township’s possession, including 

any plan that created the parcel or that separated it from, or combined it with, any adjoining parcel 

— including Parcel No. 30-000-FF-0144.B0-00000 (6055 West Side Avenue) and the parcel 

historically referenced as “151” in the chain of title (the “(COMB W/151)” notation).

6. All recorded deeds and conveyances for the parcel in the Township’s possession, including the 

August 5, 2014 conveyance to Menges Mill Management LLC (York County Deed Book 2287, 

Page 4630) and the October 6, 2017 conveyance to the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania (Deed 

Book 2442, Page 1347), together with any record describing the interest transferred by the 2017 

conveyance.

7. All records concerning the location at which Kim’s Krypt Haunted Mill and/or The Korral (or any 

predecessor adult-related or social-club use, including any use operated as “Hedo Farm Resort” or 

“The Farm Travel Club”) operated before operating at the parcel, including at 6055 West Side 

Avenue (Parcel No. 30-000-FF-0144.B0-00000), and any record concerning the relocation or 

transfer of any such use to the parcel.

8. Records sufficient to show the zoning district classification of the parcel (including the applicable 

zoning map sheet) and any change to that classification.

I. Zoning permits, determinations, and classifications

9. All zoning permits issued for the parcel, 5930 Colonial Valley Road, and/or 5932 Colonial Valley 

Road, and all applications therefor.

10. All written determinations, interpretations, or decisions issued by the Zoning Officer concerning 

the parcel, including any determination of permitted use, accessory use, change of use, or use 

classification.

11. Any determination, correspondence, or analysis addressing whether any use at the parcel 

constitutes an “Adult-Related Use” as defined in the Zoning Ordinance, and any application of the 

supplemental standards of Part 8, § 8.4.A (including separation and locational criteria) to the 

parcel.

12. Any zoning permit or determination addressing overnight accommodations, lodging, rooms, or 

transient occupancy at the parcel.

13. All records of any conditional-use application, hearing, or decision concerning the parcel.

II. Nonconforming use

14. Any nonconforming-use registration, certificate, application, or other record establishing the 

existence, commencement date, and scope of any nonconforming use at the parcel.



15. Any file, inspection record, or periodic-examination record maintained for any nonconforming use 

at the parcel, including records maintained under Zoning Ordinance § 11.1.A.1 (duties of the 

Zoning Officer to inspect nonconforming uses).

16. Any record establishing whether any nonconforming use claimed at the parcel existed at the parcel 

before the August 5, 2014 conveyance to Menges Mill Management LLC, and any record 

addressing whether a nonconforming use was relocated to the parcel from another property.

As to the two items above, the requester asks that the search not be limited to the period stated at the 

outset but extend to the inception of any nonconforming use at the parcel, including records predating 

January 1, 2011.

III. Zoning Hearing Board

17. All Zoning Hearing Board applications concerning the parcel (special exception, variance, or 

appeal of a determination).

18. All Zoning Hearing Board decisions, orders, findings of fact, and conclusions of law concerning 

the parcel.

19. All Zoning Hearing Board hearing notices, public-notice publications, agendas, sign-in sheets, 

minutes, transcripts, and exhibits concerning the parcel.

20. Any record evidencing a special exception granted under Zoning Ordinance § 7.30 (expansion or 

alteration of a nonconforming use) for the parcel; if none exists, a written statement to that effect 

as to this item.

IV. Building permits, plans, inspections, and occupancy

21. All building permits issued for the parcel, including but not limited to Permit Nos. 1478-15, 1489-

15, 1036-16, 0149-25, B25-003, 2034-25, and B25-031, and any others, together with all 

applications therefor.

22. All construction documents, site plans, and drawings submitted in connection with any permit for 

the parcel, including the plan titled “Proposed Pool Cabanas” (Architecture Workshop, Inc.) and 

any plan bearing an “Approved for Construction” stamp.

23. All permit checklists, plan-review records, and intake records for the parcel.

24. All inspection records, inspection reports, and inspection results for the parcel, of any type 

(building, zoning, fire, electrical, or other), including any record of inspection conducted before or 

after issuance of any permit.

25. All certificates of use and occupancy (and applications therefor) issued, denied, or pending for the 

parcel, including for the haunted attraction use and for any club, social-club, or overnight-

accommodation use.

26. Any record reflecting commencement of work or use prior to issuance of a permit, including any 

doubled-fee assessment under Zoning Ordinance § 11.2.A.1, and any stop-work order issued for 

the parcel.

27. All permits, applications, and records concerning the swimming pool at the parcel, including any 

record filed or indexed under a “Menges Mill Road” address.



28. The identity of any third-party agency or individual serving as the Township’s Building Code 

Official, Uniform Construction Code administrator, or inspection agency for the parcel, and all 

permits, plan reviews, inspection records, and correspondence concerning the parcel held by the 

Township by virtue of that relationship.

V. Land development, SALDO, and outside-agency review

29. All land development and/or subdivision plan submissions for the parcel, in any version or 

revision.

30. All engineering and plan-review correspondence and reports concerning the parcel, including all 

reviews by C.S. Davidson, Inc. and by GHI Engineers.

31. Any waiver request under the Subdivision and Land Development Ordinance for the parcel and 

any action taken on such request.

32. Any Board of Supervisors action (approval, conditional approval, denial, or conditions imposed) 

on any land development or subdivision plan for the parcel, and any plan recorded or submitted for 

recording.

33. All correspondence and transmittals between the Township and the York County Planning 

Commission concerning the parcel, including all records associated with YCPC File #30-25-01-27-

0016.

34. All pre-application, sketch-plan, or informal-review records concerning the parcel, and all records 

of any Heidelberg Township Planning Commission referral, review, recommendation, or action on 

any plan for the parcel.

35. All stormwater management plan submissions, reviews, and approvals for the parcel.

36. All records of the sewage planning module, Sewage Enforcement Officer review, and/or 

Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection review for the parcel that are in the 

Township’s possession.

37. All records of erosion-and-sediment-control review or York County Conservation District approval 

for the parcel that are in the Township’s possession.

VI. Enforcement and complaints

38. All notices of violation, enforcement notices, and citations issued concerning the parcel.

39. All complaints received by the Township concerning the parcel or either business (including 

zoning, building, occupancy, noise, nuisance, or other complaints), and all Township responses 

thereto.

40. The Township’s zoning enforcement log or record to the extent it references the parcel or either 

business.

41. All correspondence concerning compliance or enforcement at the parcel.

VII. Use-specific records — The Korral and any predecessor adult-related or social-club 
use

42. All records concerning the adult-related or social-club use at the parcel operating as “The Korral,” 

and any record concerning a predecessor or related use of the same operation known as “Hedo 



Farm Resort” or “The Farm Travel Club” (thefarmtravelclub.com), including any permit, 

occupancy, licensing, registration, or use record, and any record connecting such predecessor name 

or use to the parcel or to the Owner/Operator Parties.

43. All records concerning overnight accommodations, private-stay rooms, or transient lodging at the 

parcel.

44. All fire-safety, health, building-safety, or licensing records concerning the club or overnight-

accommodation use at the parcel.

VIII. Use-specific records — Kim’s Krypt Haunted Mill

45. All records concerning the business or use operating as “Kim’s Krypt Haunted Mill” at the parcel, 

including any permit, occupancy, or seasonal-use record.

46. All assembly-occupancy, fire-safety, and fire-marshal inspection records concerning the haunted-

attraction use at the parcel.

IX. Communications (email, text, and other electronic messages)

This section requests Communications as defined above. So that the search is complete and answerable, 

the requester asks the Township to treat each custodian listed in the table below as a separate item, and to 

search and produce all Communications concerning the parcel for each custodian for the period January 1, 

2011 to the present.

47. All Communications between any Township official, employee, or agent and any of the 

Owner/Operator Parties (as defined above) concerning the parcel.

48. All internal Communications among Township officials, employees, or agents concerning the 

parcel.

49. All Communications reflecting any prior Township Manager’s review, handling, conditioning, 

withholding, or denial of any permit, approval, or plan for the parcel.

50. For each custodian identified in the table below, all Communications concerning the parcel. Each 

custodian is a separate item for response.

# Custodian Role / title

1 Chris Walker Zoning Officer / Building Code Official

2 Judy Mustard Township Manager / Open Records Officer

3 Timothy R. Hansen Chairman, Board of Supervisors

4
All other members of the Board of 
Supervisors

Supervisors (each, individually)

5 Katie Holmes Township Secretary

6 Township Solicitor Solicitor to the Township / Board of Supervisors

7 Andy Brough Chairman, Zoning Hearing Board

8 Jay Kalasnik Solicitor, Zoning Hearing Board

9 C.S. Davidson, Inc. Township Engineer (and GHI Engineers, as applicable)

10 Prior Township Manager(s) Predecessor(s) to the current Township Manager



Suggested search terms (non-exhaustive). To assist a complete search, the requester suggests the 

following terms, used individually and in combination, without limiting the request: “30-000-FF-0153”; 

“Colonial Valley”; “5930”; “5932”; “8930”; “Menges Mill Road”; “Menges Mill” / “Menges Mills” / 

“Manges Mill”; “Yates” / “Kim Yates” / “Kimberly Yates”; “Menges Mill Management LLC”; “Paulus”; 

“6055 West Side” / “West Side Avenue”; “0144”; “Hedo Farm Resort” / “HedoFarmResort”; “Farm 

Travel Club” / “thefarmtravelclub”; “subdivision” / “lot line”; “Korral”; “Kim’s Krypt” / “Haunted Mill”; 

“cabana”; “pool”; “patio”; “Architecture Workshop”; “G.L. Brown” / “Gordon Brown”; “C.S. Davidson”; 

“GHI”; “contractor”; “electrician”; “0149-25”; “B25-003”; “special exception”; “nonconforming”; and 

“adult.”

Format of Communications. Please produce Communications in native electronic format, retaining all 

metadata, including the sender, all recipients (including cc and bcc), date and time stamps, subject lines, 

and any attachments. Please do not produce email or messages solely as flattened images, screenshots, or 

printouts that omit sender, recipient, or date/time routing information.

X. Financial and meeting records

51. All invoices, fee assessments, escrow records, and payment records concerning the parcel, 

including application fees, engineering-review fees, and any doubled fees.

52. All minutes and agendas of the Board of Supervisors, the Planning Commission, and the Zoning 

Hearing Board that reference the parcel or either business, for the period January 1, 2011 to the 

present.

Format, fees, and response

Please provide responsive records in electronic format (searchable PDF) where they exist electronically, 

and provide Communications in native electronic format with metadata as specified in Section IX. If any 

portion of this request will incur fees exceeding $50.00 in the aggregate, please notify the requester of the 

estimated cost before processing. Please direct the response, and any questions or requests for 

clarification, to the requester at the contact information below.

The Township is reminded that, under 65 P.S. § 67.901, a response is due within five (5) business days of 

receipt of this request, and that a deemed denial results from a failure to respond within the time 

permitted. The requester reserves the right to appeal any denial, deemed denial, or partial denial to the 

Pennsylvania Office of Open Records under 65 P.S. § 67.1101.

Mark Hudak



 
 
 

 
 

EXHIBIT “B” 
 

August 18, 2026, Township Response 
  



 
 
 
 

   
     
 August 18, 2026 
 
 
 
 
 
 

VIA EMAIL 
Mark Hudak 
929 Porters Rd. 
Spring Grove, PA 17362 
Email: mphudak@icloud.com  
 
RE: Heidelberg Township Right-to-Know Request – Response 
 
Dear Mr. Hudak: 
 
Thank you for writing to Heidelberg Township (“Township”) with your request for 

records pursuant to Pennsylvania’s Right-to-Know Law (“RTKL”), 65 P.S. § 67.101, et seq.  On 
July 9, 2026, the Township received your request, which is attached to this letter.  The Township 
then invoked an extension to provide a response. Unfortunately, the voluminous nature of your 
request precluded a complete response within the time allowed. When the Township sought an 
additional mutual written extension of time, you refused. Accordingly, as a measure of its good 
faith, the Township is providing its responses on a rolling basis, starting with this letter. 

 
Following a good faith search, your request for records is granted in part. The Township 

is producing the records that have been identified and collected to date during its review of 
Township files. The production largely includes: 

• Building permit records; 
• Code review and plan review approvals; 
• Inspection requirements and inspection records; 
• Certificate of occupancy records; 
• Construction plans and drawings; 
• Engineering evaluations and correspondence; 
• Property maps; 
• Permit fee receipts, invoices, and payment records; and 
• Related zoning and construction records. 
 
These records are being produced in response to those portions of your request for which 

responsive records have presently been identified. Please note the Township’s review and 
collection of potentially responsive records remains ongoing. The Township has undertaken, and 
continues to undertake, a good-faith search for responsive records in its possession, custody, or 



 
 
 
 

control. As part of that effort, the Township has searched available electronic and physical 
Township files and has contacted current and former officials, employees, and other persons who 
may possess potentially responsive Township records. 

 
In addition, Township personnel continue to review and search older physical files and 

archived records that may contain responsive information. Accordingly, while the enclosed 
documents represent the records identified and collected to date, the Township’s search efforts 
remain ongoing. Should additional responsive records be located through those continued efforts, 
the Township will supplement this production as appropriate. 

To the extent any responsive records are determined not to exist, are not in the possession 
of the Township, or are otherwise exempt from disclosure, the Township reserves all defenses 
available to it under the RTKL on appeal. 

 
Should you have any questions concerning this production, please contact my office. 

     



 
 
 

 
 

EXHIBIT “C” 
 

September 2, 2026, Township Supplemental Response  
 
 
 
 

  

































































































































































 
 
 

 
 

EXHIBIT “D” 
 

Mustard Affidavit  
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