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INTRODUCTION
Bayesian analyses are inherently useful for decision makers, because the likelihood of different outcomes, based on all available

evidence 1s explicit. This approach can be extended by using micro-simulation to generate posterior predictions for particular
scenarios. These methods have been used to assess the cost effectiveness of human medical treatmentst!; 2l. This research provides a
veterinary example of 1-step Bayesian micro-simulation to illustrate synthesis of evidence from multiple sources. The aim was to
evaluate the cost effectiveness of interventions to control heifer mastitis in Irish dairy herds, as an aid to decision making.
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initial prevalence. This highlights the importance of understanding the
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