Figure 1: Observed seroprevalence of B. burgdorferi, aggregated over January 2012 to December 2016. White
counties are those that did not report any test results.
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Figure 2: The true ,(Nil surface used to generate 500 independent data sets in the simulation example.
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Figure 3: Summary of the posterior estimates of ,[~31 obtained in the simulation example. Presented results
include the sample mean of the posterior estimates (top row), empirical bias (middle row), and empirical

mean squared error (bottom row). From left to right the columns correspond to the use of a 4 x 4, 5x 5, and
7 x 7 grid of knots.




Figure 4: Raw reported canine seroprevalences in 2012 (top) and 2016 (bottom). White counties did not
report any tests.
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Figure 5: Estimate of the regional trend 3, from the seasonal model (7?) (top) and nonseasonal model (?72)
(bottom) used to analyze the seroprevalence data.
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Figure 6: County-level trends. The top graphic displays the posterior mean estimate of vs from model (8),
and the bottom from model (9).
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Figure 7: Counties where vs was significantly positive at the 95 % confidence level. The top graphic corre-

sponds to model (8), and bottom to model (9).
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