Supplementary Material
Table S1. Number and percent of employment sectors involved in tick surveillance and control per NOAA region. Employment sectors included agriculture, environment, public health, natural resources, public works, mosquito control, cooperative extension and public health laboratories. In addition, respondents were allowed to indicate other sectors not included in the pre-defined responses. Total number of responses within region are indicated next to the designations of NOAA region.
	Employment sectors
	NOAA Regions
	Total

	
	Northeast 
n=32(%)
	Southeast 
n=8(%)
	Upper Midwest 
n=7(%)
	Ohio Valley
n=11(%)
	South 
n=5(%)
	Northern Rockies 
n=3(%)
	Southwest 
n=8(%)
	Northwest 
n=3(%)
	West n=7(%)
	n=84(%)

	Public Health
	18 (56.3%)
	5
(62.5%)
	5
(71.4%)
	10
(90.9%)
	2 (40.0%)
	1
(33.3%)
	7
(87.5%)
	3 (100.0%)
	4
(57.1%)
	55 (65.5%)

	Mosquito Control
	12
(37.5%)
	2
(25.0%)
	0
(0.0%)
	3
(27.3%)
	2
(40.0%)
	1
(33.3%)
	3
(37.5%)
	2
(66.7%)
	7
(100.0%)
	32 (38.1%)

	Cooperative Extension
	11
(34.4%)
	2
(25.0%)
	0
(0.0%)
	2
(18.2%)
	2
(40.0%)
	0
(0.0%)
	3
(37.5%)
	0
(0.0%)
	0
(0.0%)
	27 (32.1%)

	Agriculture
	11 (34.4%)
	2
(25.0%)
	2 (28.6%)
	3
(27.3%)
	0
(0.0%)
	0
(0.0%)
	1
(12.5%)
	0
(0.0%)
	0
(0.0%)
	19
(22.6%)

	Public Health Lab
	6
(18.8%)
	0
(0.0%)
	2
(28.6%)
	1
(9.1%)
	0
(0.0%)
	1
(33.3%)
	1
(12.5%)
	0
(0.0%)
	3
(42.9%)
	14 (16.7%)

	Environment
	4
(12.5%)
	0
(0.0%)
	0
(0.0%)
	3
(27.3%)
	0
(0.0%)
	0
(0.0%)
	0
(0.0%)
	0
(0.0%)
	1
(14.3%)
	8  (9.5%)

	Natural Resources
	1
(3.1%)
	0
(0.0%)
	1 (14.3%)
	3
(27.3%)
	0
(0.0%)
	0
(0.0%)
	1
(12.5%)
	0
(0.0%)
	0
(0.0%)
	6  (7.1%)

	Public Works
	1
(3.1%)
	0
(0.0%)
	1
(14.3%)
	1
(9.1%)
	0
(0.0%)
	0
(0.0%)
	0
(0.0%)
	0
(0.0%)
	0
(0.0%)
	3 
(3.6%)

	Other* 
	7
(21.9%)
	3
(37.5%)
	4
(57.1%)
	1
(9.1%)
	1
(20.0%)
	2
(66.7%)
	2
(25.0%)
	1
(33.3%)
	0
(0.0%)
	21 (25.0%)



* Other responses included academics, military bases, tribal lands





















Table S2. Number of responses and percentage of responses per NOAA region to currently conducted and desired but not yet implemented objectives to tick surveillance. Objectives of tick surveillance fell into two categories: surveillance of the tick vector and surveillance of their pathogens. Objectives included under tick surveillance were tick detection (absence/presence), evaluation and monitoring of abundance, monitoring distribution and geographic spread, monitoring emergence of new species, and monitoring ticks of public health importance. The objectives for pathogen surveillance included, detection (absence/presence) of pathogens in ticks, evaluation of pathogen prevalence in ticks, evaluation of pathogen prevalence in reservoir hosts, and calculating public health risk.

	
	NOAA Regions

	
	Northeast 
(n=32)
	Southeast 
(n=8)
	Upper Midwest (n=7)
	Ohio Valley 
(n=11)
	South 
(n=5)
	Northern Rockies (n=3)
	Southwest 
(n=8)
	Northwest 
(n=3)
	West 
(n=7)

	Objectives
	Current
	Desired
	Current
	Desired
	Current
	Desired
	Current
	Desired
	Current
	Desired
	Current
	Desired
	Current
	Desired
	Current
	Desired
	Current
	Desired

	

	Tick surveillance 

	Detection
	9
(96.9%)
	2
(6.3%)
	4
(50.0%)
	1
(12.5%)
	5
(71.4%)
	1
(14.3%)
	10
(90.9%)
	1
(9.1%)
	2
(40.0%)
	2
(40.0%)
	2
(66.7%)
	1
(33.3%)
	3
(37.5%)
	2
(25.0%)
	3
(100.0%)
	0
(0.0%)
	6
(85.7%)
	1
(14.3%)

	Abundance
	15
(46.9%)
	6
(18.8%)
	3
(37.5%)
	1
(12.5%)
	4
(57.1%)
	2
(28.6%)
	5
(45.5%)
	5
(45.5%)
	1
(20.0%)
	2
(40.0%)
	1
(33.3%)
	1
(33.3%)
	2
(25.0%)
	2
(25.0%)
	2
(66.7%)
	1
(33.3%)
	5
(71.4%)
	2
(28.6%)

	Distribution
	20
(62.5%)
	3
(9.4%)
	3
(37.5%)
	1
(12.5%)
	5
(71.4%)
	1
(14.3%)
	8
(72.7%)
	3
(27.3%)
	2
(40.0%)
	2
(40.0%)
	1
(33.3%)
	1
(33.3%)
	1
(12.5%)
	3
(37.5%)
	2
(66.7%)
	1
(33.3%)
	6
(85.7%)
	1
(14.3%)

	Spread
	19
(59.4%)
	2
(6.3%)
	2
(25.0%)
	1
(12.5%)
	4
(57.1%)
	2
(28.6%)
	5
(45.5%)
	5
(45.5%)
	1
(20.0%)
	1
(20.0%)
	0
(0.0%)
	2
(66.7%)
	3
(37.5%)
	2
(25.0%)
	2
(66.7%)
	1
(33.3%)
	5
(71.4%)
	2
(28.6%)

	Emergence
	20
(62.5%)
	3
(9.4%)
	2
(25.0%)
	3
(37.5%)
	4
(57.1%)
	2
(28.6%)
	6
(54.5%)
	4
(36.4%)
	3
(60.0%)
	1
(20.0%)
	1
(33.3%)
	2
(66.7%)
	3
(37.5%)
	2
(25.0%)
	2
(66.7%)
	1
(33.3%)
	5
(71.4%)
	1
(14.3%)

	Monitor for Public Health
	17
(53.1%)
	5
(15.6%)
	2
(25.0%)
	3
(37.5%)
	5
(71.4%)
	1
(14.3%)
	4
(36.4%)
	7
(63.6%)
	2
(40.0%)
	1
(20.0%)
	1
(33.3%)
	2
(66.7%)
	3
(37.5%)
	3
(37.5%)
	3
(100.0%)
	0
(0.0%)
	6
(85.7%)
	1
(14.3%)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Pathogen surveillance 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Detection
	22
(68.8%)
	7
(21.9%)
	3
(37.5%)
	1
(12.5%)
	4
(57.1%)
	2
(28.6%)
	5
(45.5%)
	5
(45.5%)
	2
(40.0%)
	2
(40.0%)
	1
(33.3%)
	1
(33.3%)
	3
(37.5%)
	2
(25.0%)
	2
(66.7%)
	1
(33.3%)
	7 (100.0%)
	0 (0.0%)

	Prevalence
	19
(59.4%)
	7
(21.9%)
	3
(37.5%)
	1
(12.5%)
	4
(57.1%)
	2
(28.6%)
	4
(36.4%)
	6
(54.5%)
	0
(0.0%)
	2
(40.0%)
	0
(0.0%)
	1
(33.3%)
	2
(25.0%)
	2
(25.0%)
	2
(66.7%)
	1
(33.3%)
	6 (85.7%)
	1 (14.3%)

	Reservoir
	2
(6.3%)
	12
(37.5%)
	1
(12.5%)
	2
(25.0%)
	0
(0.0%)
	5
(71.4%)
	0
(0.0%)
	7
(63.6%)
	0
(0.0%)
	0
(0.0%)
	0
(0.0%)
	1
(33.3%)
	1
(12.5%)
	3
(37.5%)
	1
(33.3%)
	2
(66.7%)
	1 (14.3%)
	4 (57.1%)

	Public Health Risk
	13
(40.6%)
	8
(25.0%)
	3
(37.5%)
	1
(12.5%)
	6
(85.7%)
	0
(0.0%)
	4
(36.4%)
	7
(63.6%)
	0
(0.0%)
	2
(40.0%)
	0
(0.0%)
	2
(66.7%)
	2
(25.0%)
	3
(37.5%)
	1
(33.3%)
	1
(33.3%)
	3 (42.9%)
	4 (57.1%)



Table S3. Mean composite scores for importance of tick species in each of the nine NOAA climate regions.
	Tick species

	NOAA Regions
	TOTAL

	
	Northeast
	Southeast
	Upper Midwest
	Ohio Valley
	South
	Northern Rockies
	Southwest
	Northwest
	West
	

	
	Mean
	SE
	Mean
	SE
	Mean
	SE
	Mean
	SE
	Mean
	SE
	Mean
	SE
	Mean
	SE
	Mean
	SE
	Mean
	SE
	Mean
	SE

	A. americanum
	2.39
	0.152
	2.75
	0.250
	2.33
	0.494
	2.55
	0.312
	3.00
	0.000
	2.00
	1.000
	1.17
	0.477
	0.00
	0.000
	0.25
	0.250
	2.13
	0.137

	A. maculatum
	0.68
	0.214
	1.75
	0.479
	0.17
	0.167
	1.33
	0.441
	2.50
	0.500
	0.50
	0.500
	0.83
	0.477
	0.00
	0.000
	0.00
	0.000
	0.84
	0.143

	D. albipictus
	0.42
	0.133
	0.75
	0.750
	0.50
	0.224
	0.78
	0.364
	0.00
	0.000
	1.50
	0.500
	0.33
	0.211
	0.33
	0.333
	0.25
	0.250
	0.50
	0.099

	D. andersoni
	0.25
	0.150
	0.75
	0.750
	0.17
	0.167
	0.33
	0.236
	1.50
	1.500
	2.50
	0.500
	2.00
	0.632
	2.00
	1.000
	1.00
	0.707
	0.72
	0.154

	D. occidentalis
	0.25
	0.150
	0.75
	0.750
	0.17
	0.167
	0.60
	0.340
	0.00
	0.000
	2.00
	1.000
	0.67
	0.494
	1.00
	1.000
	2.00
	0.258
	0.62
	0.133

	D. variabilis
	2.43
	0.133
	2.25
	0.479
	1.50
	0.428
	2.20
	0.359
	2.50
	0.289
	3.00
	0.000
	1.33
	0.558
	2.00
	1.000
	2.00
	0.258
	2.19
	0.113

	I. affinis
	0.25
	0.109
	1.25
	0.629
	0.17
	0.167
	0.56
	0.242
	1.00
	1.000
	0.50
	0.500
	0.40
	0.245
	0.00
	0.000
	0.00
	0.000
	0.39
	0.094

	I. pacificus
	0.29
	0.153
	0.75
	0.750
	0.17
	0.167
	0.33
	0.236
	0.00
	0.000
	2.00
	1.000
	1.00
	0.632
	2.00
	1.000
	3.00
	0.000
	0.77
	0.157

	I. scapularis
	2.78
	0.133
	3.00
	0.000
	2.50
	0.500
	2.73
	0.273
	2.75
	0.250
	2.00
	0.707
	0.67
	0.494
	0.33
	0.333
	0.00
	0.000
	2.30
	0.142

	R. annulatus
	0.12
	0.088
	0.75
	0.479
	0.17
	0.167
	0.33
	0.236
	1.33
	0.882
	1.50
	0.500
	0.67
	0.494
	0.00
	0.000
	0.00
	0.000
	0.34
	0.095

	R. microplus
	0.13
	0.092
	0.75
	0.479
	0.17
	0.167
	0.33
	0.236
	0.50
	0.500
	1.50
	0.500
	0.67
	0.494
	0.00
	0.000
	0.00
	0.000
	0.30
	0.087

	R. sanguineus
	0.73
	0.204
	2.25
	0.250
	0.83
	0.307
	1.11
	0.484
	2.67
	0.333
	3.00
	0.000
	2.14
	0.459
	1.67
	0.882
	1.60
	0.600
	1.31
	0.155

	Ornithodoros spp.
	0.14
	0.075
	1.00
	0.408
	0.17
	0.167
	0.44
	0.242
	1.00
	1.000
	2.00
	1.000
	1.67
	0.558
	1.67
	0.882
	0.75
	0.479
	0.62
	0.125

	Tick introduction
	1.86
	0.237
	2.75
	0.250
	2.33
	0.494
	1.75
	0.526
	1.50
	1.500
	2.33
	0.333
	1.50
	0.563
	1.00
	1.000
	2.60
	0.245
	1.94
	0.154

	      H. longicornis
	2.19
	0.214
	1.75
	0.629
	0.83
	0.543
	1.33
	0.408
	1.00
	1.000
	1.00
	1.000
	0.50
	0.342
	0.33
	0.333
	0.75
	0.750
	1.49
	0.161



* Ticks could be rated as ‘not important/I’m not sure’, ‘low’, ‘medium’, and ‘high’ importance, with corresponding values of 0, 1, 2, and 3, respectively. A maximum mean rating value of 3 is available for all listed tick species. Ratings greater than 2 have been highlighted in the table to indicate ticks rated of highest average importance per region








Table S4. Public communication barriers by jurisdiction.
	Barrier Category
	Respondent Jurisdiction (n)
	Mean Rating* (SE)
	T-Value (df)
	p-value
	Mean Difference (SE)

	Lack of funds to develop public-facing materials
	Sub-State (41)
	1.05 (0.148)
	-0.981 (78.68)
	0.330
	-0.182 (0.186)

	
	State (52)
	1.23 (0.112)
	
	
	

	
	Total (93)
	1.15 (0.090)
	

	Lack of personnel trained in communication
	Sub-State (40)
	0.70 (0.120)
	1.609 (86)
	0.111
	0.242 (0.150)

	
	State (48)
	0.46 (0.094)
	
	
	

	
	Total (88)
	0.57 (0.075)
	

	Lack of software to develop public-facing materials
	Sub-State (39)
	0.67 (0.129)
	-0.081 (87)
	0.936
	-0.023 (0.164)

	
	State (50)
	0.68 (0.105)
	
	
	

	
	Total (89)
	0.67 (0.081)
	

	Language barriers
	Sub-State (36)
	0.39 (0.092)
	0.555 (80)
	0.580
	0.063 (0.113)

	
	State (46)
	0.33 (0.070)
	
	
	

	
	Total (82)
	0.35 (0.056)
	

	Cultural barriers
	Sub-State (36)
	0.28 (0.076)
	0.169 (80)
	0.866
	0.017 (0.100)

	
	State (46)
	0.26 (0.065)
	
	
	

	
	Total (82)
	0.27 (0.049)
	

	Restrictive institutional policies
	Sub-State (36)
	0.39 (0.100)
	-1.182 (82)
	0.240
	-0.174 (0.147)

	
	State (48)
	0.56 (0.103)
	
	
	

	
	Total (84)
	0.49 (0.073)
	

	Lack of time
	Sub-State (42)
	1.38 (0.118)
	0.689 (91)
	0.493
	0.1062 (0.155)

	
	State (51)
	1.27 (0.101)
	
	
	

	
	Total (93)
	1.32 (0.077)
	

	Complexity of tickborne disease topics
	Sub-State (39)
	0.59 (0.102)
	-1.420 (86)
	0.159
	-0.206 (0.145)

	
	State (49)
	0.80 (0.101)
	
	
	

	
	Total (88)
	0.70 (0.073)
	



* Barriers could be ranked as ‘not a barrier’, ‘minor barrier’, and ‘major barrier’, with corresponding values of 0, 1, and 2. A maximum mean rating value of 2 is available for all listed barriers.











Table S5. Data sharing barriers by jurisdiction.
	Barrier Category
	Respondent Jurisdiction (n)
	Mean Rating* (SE)
	T-Value (df)
	p-value
	Mean Difference (SE)

	Lack of minimum data set requirements
	Sub-State (37)
	1.0 (0.150)
	2.443 (68.53)
	0.017
	0.455 (0.186)

	
	State (44)
	0.55 (0.110)
	
	
	

	
	Total (81)
	0.75 (0.094)
	

	Lack of standardized protocols across agencies
	Sub-State (37)
	1.14 (0.151)
	2.048 (78)
	0.044
	0.391 (0.191)

	
	State (43)
	0.74 (0.120)
	
	
	

	
	Total (80)
	0.93 (0.097)
	

	Time and effort costs of preparing data for sharing
	Sub-State (38)
	1.21 (0.132)
	0.007 (79)
	0.994
	0.001 (0.176)

	
	State (43)
	1.21 (0.118)
	
	
	

	
	Total (81)
	1.21 (0.087)
	

	Lack of trained personnel
	Sub-State (38)
	0.97 (0.139)
	1.257 (79)
	0.213
	0.229 (0.183)

	
	State (43)
	0.74 (0.120)
	
	
	

	
	Total (81)
	0.85 (0.091)
	

	Lack of necessary software
	Sub-State (36)
	0.78 (0.155)
	1.029 (65.94)
	0.307
	0.196 (0.191)

	
	State (43)
	0.58 (0.112)
	
	
	

	
	Total (79)
	0.67 (0.093)
	
	
	

	Incompatibility between surveillance databases
	Sub-State (37)
	0.84 (0.148)
	1.714 (66.11)
	0.086
	0.314(0.180)

	
	State (42)
	0.52 (0.104)
	
	
	

	
	Total (79)
	0.67 (0.090)
	
	
	

	Lack of data sharing guidance
	Sub-State (38)
	0.76 (0.138)
	0.359 (71.08)
	0.720
	0.063 (0.176)

	
	State (40)
	0.70 (0.109)
	
	
	

	
	Total (78)
	0.73 (0.087)
	
	
	

	Restrictive institutional policies
	Sub-State (37)
	0.57 (0.126)
	-0.248 (76)
	0.805
	-0.042 (0.170)

	
	State (41)
	0.61 (0.115)
	
	
	

	
	Total (78)
	0.59 (0.084)
	
	
	

	Personal data protection laws
	Sub-State (37)
	0.35 (0.104)
	-1.745 (73)
	0.085
	-0.280 (0.160)

	
	State (38)
	0.63 (0.122)
	
	
	

	
	Total (75)
	0.49 (0.081)
	
	
	

	Difficulty establishing data sharing agreements
	Sub-State (37)
	0.43 (0.113)
	-1.930 (74)
	0.057
	-0.311 (0.161)

	
	State (39)
	0.74 (0.115)
	
	
	

	
	Total (76)
	0.59 (0.082)
	
	
	

	Intellectual property rights / data ownership concerns
	Sub-State (38)
	0.34 (0.102)
	-2.277 (74.62)
	0.026
	-0.358 (0.157)

	
	State (40)
	0.70 (0.120)
	
	
	

	
	Total (78)
	0.53 (0.081)
	
	
	



* Barriers could be ranked as ‘not a barrier’, ‘minor barrier’, and ‘major barrier’, with corresponding values of 0, 1, and 2. A maximum mean rating value of 2 is available for all listed barriers.
















