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Infant formula is, rightly, one of the most strictly reg-
ulated foods on the market. Formula is an essential
source of nutrition for millions of infants, and it’s
absolutely crucial that the formula we give our babies
be nutritious and safe. But even this vital, tightly reg-
ulated first food doesn’t always escape the effects of
environmental pollution or process contamination,
CR’s ongoing testing of infant formula shows.

In March 2025, Consumer Reports reported finding
lead and arsenic in several powdered infant formulas,
and bisphenol A and acrylamide in one formula as
well. For a variety of reasons, these contaminants are
unfortunately common in our food supply and envi-
ronment (and have been found in studies of breast
milk as well). In response, regulators pledged to ramp
up oversight, increase testing of ingredients and fin-
ished products, and keep formula safe.

Now, a year later, CR has tested 49 more infant
formulas for those same contaminants—following
requests from readers to test liquid formulas and
more alternative-protein formulas (such as soy-milk-
and goat-milk-based formulas), as well as additional
hypoallergenic formulas.

Fortunately, the results of our tests show that
there are still many safe, inexpensive options for
parents on the market today, and many are available
through the Special Supplemental Nutrition Pro-
gram for Women, Infants, and Children, or WIC.

Among the liquid and ready-to-feed formulas we
tested, one-third landed in our list of top choices,
with contaminant levels that were either very low or
not detected at all. And over half of the powdered
formulas we tested were top choices for low or

Our most recent round of tests detected contaminants at potentially concerning

levels in 26 of the 49 ready-to-feed, concentrated, hypoallergenic, specialty, and

powdered formulas we tested. But there are still many good choices available for
parents and caregivers to feed their babies.
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undetected contaminant levels.

But our tests also indicate that there is still room
for improvement, despite industry and government
promises—including the Food and Drug Administra-
tion’s announcement of its Operation Stork Speed
campaign the day after CR shared its initial find-
ings in March 2025. Our most recent round of tests
detected contaminants at potentially concerning lev-
els in 26 of the 49 formulas we tested.

Aside from our own test results, other alarming
recent developments, like the 2025 ByHeart recall
for botulism, have laid bare the shortcomings of
some formula manufacturers’ safety processes.
Quiet cuts to staffing and budgets at the Food and
Drug Administration have the potential to weaken
oversight even more.

If the infant formula industry has been plagued by
one high-profile crisis after another in recent years,
it’s also true that the increased public attention to


https://reprints.theygsgroup.com/cr/reprints/BobbieBaby_BabyFormulaTests.pdf

Consumer Reports | CR.org

longstanding problems can be just what forces the issue
with those who have the power to fix those problems.
“Even a year later, I think there’s greater public
awareness about infant formula and baby food as an
exposure source of heavy metals, and therefore more
pressure on the manufacturers to reduce exposure,”
says Hannah Gardener, an associate professor in the
department of neurology at the University of Miami
who has researched heavy metal contamination in
infant formulas. “It’s understood that there’s really
a lot under their control [that they can do] to pro-
tect their consumers, who are extremely vulnerable
babies, like comprehensive rigorous screening for
heavy metals, implementing strict internal standards,
and clear transparency to consumers.”

What We Found in Qur Tests

Arsenic

What it is: Arsenic is a heavy metal that, over time,
increases the risk for certain cancers. The most
toxic form of arsenic is known as inorganic arsenic;
it has previously been found in fruit juice, baby
food, and bottled water. The Environmental Pro-
tection Agency limits how much arsenic is allowed
in municipal drinking water (10 parts per billion),
but the FDA does not currently have limits on how
much arsenic is allowed in baby formula.

Where it comes from: Arsenic originates in the
Earth’s crust but can also result from industrial pro-
cesses such as fracking and the manufacture of pesti-
cides. It can make its way into our food supply via the
groundwater and the soil where crops are grown.

What we found: As we did in the last round of
tests, CR tested for arsenic in two steps. An initial
step looked for the total arsenic, and then a second
test measured the (more concerning) inorganic
arsenic if the formula exceeded our threshold for
total arsenic levels. We tested for inorganic arsenic
if total arsenic was 3.62 ppb or greater for powdered
formulas, 0.81 ppb or greater for concentrated
formulas, or 0.50 ppb or greater for ready-to-feed
formulas. These levels were used because consum-
ing a daily serving of formula at these levels could
surpass the EPA’s RfD of 0.06 mcg/kg bw/day for a
3-month-old of average body weight.

We also calculated a “hazard quotient,” or the
level below which no adverse health effects would
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be expected, based on average infant formula con-
sumption from birth to 3 months of age.

Our hazard quotient incorporates the Environ-
mental Protection Agency’s assessment of the health
risks posed by inorganic arsenic, which it uses in its
regulations on arsenic in water and soil. In 2025, the
EPA lowered the limit that it considers safe, and so
we have taken that into consideration in our calcula-
tions. In this round of testing, we found 26 out of 49
formulas with inorganic arsenic at or above this new
level of concern. (More on that below.)

While we separated the formulas in our tests into
top choices and worse choices based on the levels of
contaminants we found, all the formulas we tested
are safe to feed your baby. You’ll see that even some
of the formulas in our top choices tier have an
orange marker for inorganic arsenic, indicating that
the levels we found in our testing approach, but do
not exceed, our experts’ levels of concern.

“The levels we found are not high enough to pres-
ent an immediate health hazard or concern,” says
James E. Rogers, PhD, Consumer Reports’ director
of product and food safety research and testing.
“We use the most protective standards in our test-
ing for three reasons: First, we are concerned about
infants’ long-term exposure to these contaminants.
Second, there’s a possibility that your baby might
encounter lead and arsenic from other sources.

And finally, the fact that some levels in our tests are
lower than others—and many are nondetectable—
shows that it is possible to make safer formula, and
we want to encourage lawmakers and industry to do
everything possible to make that happen.”

Lead

What it is: Lead is another heavy metal that pres-
ents more immediate health concerns for the devel-
oping brains and bodies of babies (whereas arsenic
exposure is a more long-term risk). Childhood lead
exposure has been linked to attention deficit hyper-
activity disorder, behavior problems, and lowered IQ.

Where it comes from: Pediatricians say there is no
“safe” level of lead for a baby to be exposed to. But,
like arsenic, lead is a heavy metal that occurs natu-
rally and is pervasive in the natural environment.
The FDA’s oversight plan to reduce lead exposure in
early childhood is called Closer to Zero because it

is so difficult to ensure that food or water is entirely
lead-free. Its guidance to manufacturers of baby
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and toddler food is to keep lead at or below 10 or 20
parts per billion, depending on the ingredients, but
that guidance doesn’t apply to formula.

What we found: In our 2025 tests, none of the
formulas we tested were above our level of concern
for lead—we use California’s maximum daily limit as
our reference—but several formulas landed between
half of that level and just below the level. This time
around, three powdered formulas did exceed our
level of concern, and several more landed between
half of that level and just below.

CR is using a conservative limit because formula is
not the only potential source of lead exposure in a
baby’s life: Other sources could include household dust,
soil, and the tap water used to mix powdered formula.

PFAS

What it is: Per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances,
sometimes called forever chemicals, describe an
ever-growing set of thousands of chemical com-
pounds that accumulate in our bodies as we are
exposed to them. A growing body of research sug-
gests this exposure can harm our immunity, fertil-
ity, and longevity.

Where it comes from: Unlike arsenic or lead, PFAS
do not occur in nature. These are entirely human-
made pollutants, used for their stick- and stain-resistant
properties. But because of their decades of production
for use in frying pans, firefighting foam, and more,
PFAS chemicals now pervade the natural world.

What we found: We tested all our formulas for
PFAS and, not surprisingly, found PFAS in several of
them. At least one PFAS compound was measured
in over a quarter of the products we tested, in levels
ranging from 0.1 to 5.6 parts per billion total PFAS.
We aren’t including the results in our chart because
we only tested one sample per formula, which isn’t
a robust enough test to say which products have it
and which ones don’t. But, notably, the compounds
we detected in these formulas (like PFPeA and
PFHpA) tended to be more obscure and less widely
understood than the so-called legacy compounds,
like PFOA and PFOS, whose health risks are well
known. CR experts say that this underscores the
need for more research in this area.

Other Concerning Chemicals
What they were: We also tested for acrylamide,
cadmium, mercury, and several bisphenols,
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including BPA, because all of these are known to be
harmful to babies’ health at too-high levels.

Where they come from: Acrylamide is a process
contaminant, the byproduct of a chemical reaction
that occurs during the manufacturing process, espe-
cially in starchy foods that are made with very high
heat. BPA is another human-made chemical asso-
ciated with plastics that can enter the food supply
through environmental contamination, manufac-
turing processes, or food packaging. Cadmium and
mercury are two more heavy metals, like lead and
arsenic, that both exist naturally in the environment
and are made more prevalent by industry.

What we found: The tests for these additional
chemicals had reassuring results. Acrylamide was
detected in two powdered formulas, but the levels
were much lower than in other common foods, like
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In our second round of testing, CR analyzed 49 popular baby formulas, including
ready-to-feed, concentrated, and powdered formulas.
Photos: Consumer Reports
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toasted bread or french fries. BPA was detected in
only three powdered formulas, and other bisphe-
nols that we looked for (BPS and BPF) were not
detected at all. Cadmium and mercury were found
in several formulas, but in such low levels that CR’s
experts did not flag them as concerning.

Results: Ready-to-Feed and

Concentrated Formulas

After we published the results of our first round of
testing last year, one question we heard from a lot of
readers was, “What about ready-to-feed and concen-
trated formulas?”

We had initially set out to look at a cross-section of
the market of powdered formulas, which is the less
expensive (and generally more popular) formula
format. Ready-to-feed formula, by contrast, is often
offered to premature babies in hospital NICUs or in
new-baby hospital nurseries; the FDA also recom-
mends that parents use it for babies under 2 months
old and babies who are immunocompromised. The
benefit of the ready-to-feed format for these babies
is that it is made to be sterile and doesn’t need to
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be mixed with water. Concentrated formula comes
in liquid form and needs to be diluted with water
before feeding. According to experts, concentrated
and ready-to-feed formulas are also usually more
expensive, less available, and quicker to expire once
opened compared with powdered formulas.

While ready-to-feed formula is a subset of the
overall formula market, the stakes for its safety are
higher because it’s meant for the most high-risk
babies, at their most vulnerable times.

The chart below breaks down the results of our
contaminant testing of liquid formulas, including
20 ready-to-feed liquid formulas and three concen-
trated liquid formulas. See the full numerical results
of our tests (PDF), with the levels we found of these
contaminants and others.

“All of the formulas in these tests are safe to feed
your baby,” says Sana Mujahid, PhD, a mom and
CR’s manager of food safety research and testing.
“We used the most protective levels available to
assess the potential health risks of these contami-
nants, because we want parents to be empowered
by information to make the best choices possible for
this first food of a baby’s life.”

Ready-to-Feed and Concentrated Formulas

@ Not deteted/low levels

Levels nearing daily limits

@ Levels over daily limits Not tested

(Some formulas were not tested for inorganic arsenic because their total arsenic did not exceed our threshold.)

Top Choices

Contaminants not detected or detected below level of concern

Listed alpabetically

Esad  Enfamil @ BPAs @ Cadium Kendamil @ BPAs @ Cadium
(m1 Infant Formula @ Lead Inorganic aresenic Keqidamit First Infant Milk* @ Lead @ Inorganic aresenic
e (I\:/Iecd Johnson @ Arcylamide @ Mercury Kendal Nutricare @ Arcylamide @ Mercury
Py | oncentrated = Ready-to-Feed
H Enfamil @ BPAs @ Cadium — Similac @ BPAs @ Cadium
i ) NeuroPro @ Lead @ Inorganic aresenic 360 Total Care Lead @ Inorganic aresenic
m Mead Johnson @ Arcylamide @ Mercury E Abbott Nutrition @ Arcylamide @ Mercury
L@ Ready-to-Feed Ready-to-Feed
Enfamil @ BPAs @ Cadium Similac @ BPAs @ Cadium
Optimum @ Lead @ Inorganic aresenic Advance Lead Inorganic aresenic
Mead Johnson @ Arcylamide @ Mercury Abbott Nutrition @ Arcylamide @ Mercury
Ready-to-Feed Concentrated
HiPP @ BPAs @ Cadium Similac @ BPAs @ Cadium
Organic Whole Milk* & | oqd ® Inorganic aresenic Pure Bliss Organic & | eqd @ Inorganic aresenic
HiPP International & Arcylamide @ Mercury Abbott Nutrition @ Arcylamide @ Mercury

PRE==1

Ready-to-Feed

Ready-to-Feed

*Formulas with an asterisk are not registered with the FDA.
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Worst Choices

Contains some contaminants at or above level of concern

Listed alpabetically
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m Similac

Enfamil @ BPAs @ Cadium @ BPAs @ Cadium
24 Lead ® Inorganic aresenic Advance @ Lead ® Inorganic aresenic
¢ Mead Johnson @ Arcylamide @ Mercury Abbott Nutrition @ Arcylamide @ Mercury
) Ready-to-Feed Ready-to-Feed
Enfamil @ BPAs @ Cadium — Similac @ BPAs @ Cadium
NeuroPro EnfaCare @ | eqd ® Inorganic aresenic Alimentum Lead ® Inorganic aresenic
Mead Johnson @ Arcylamide @ Mercury Abbott Nutrition @ Arcylamide @ Mercury
Ready-to-Feed Ready-to-Feed
;{( Enfamil @ BPAs @ Cadium = Similac @ BPAs @ Cadium
% NeuroPro Gentlease @ | eqd ® Inorganic aresenic NeoSure Lead ® Inorganic aresenic
a5 Mead Johnson @ Arcylamide @ Mercury Abbott Nutrition @ Arcylamide @ Mercury
5_:“’@: Ready-to-Feed Ready-to-Feed
Enfcom”‘ @ BPAs @ Cadium = Similac @ BPAs @ Cadium
dtramigen @ Lead ® Inorganic aresenic Pro-Total Comfort @ | eqd @ Inorganic aresenic
Hypoallergenic .
@ Arcylamide @ Mercury Abbott Nutrition @ Arcylamide @ Mercury
Mead Johnson Ready-to-Feed
Ready-to-Feed
E::az‘;itlim” @ BPAs @ Cadium o Similac @ BPAs @ Cadium
Hypgoollergenic Lead ® Inorganic aresenic Sensitive @ Lead ® Inorganic aresenic
@ Arcylamide @ Mercury Abbott Nutrition @ Arcylamide @ Mercury
h E Mead Johnson Ready-to-Feed
Ready-to-Feed
e Enfamil . @ BPAs @ Cadium Similac . @ BPAs @ Cadium
= Elrostogee Sc'{mpr @ Lead ® Inorganic aresenic Soy Isomil Lead @ Inorganic aresenic
B ant-base @ Arcylamide @ Mercury Abbott Nutrition © Arcylamide @ Mercury
[k Mead Johnson Concentrated
Ready-to-Feed
Nutricia © BPAs @ Cadium Similac @ BPAs @ Cadium
Fortini @ Lead O Inorganic aresenic Soy Isomil Lead ® Inorganic aresenic
Danone @ Arcylamide @ Mercury Abbott Nutrition @ Arcylamide @ Mercury
Ready-to-Feed Ready-to-Feed
] Similac @ BPAs @ Cadium
260 Té?tdl Care @ Lead ® Inorganic aresenic
ensitive @ Arcylamide @ Mercury

Abbott Nutrition
Ready-to-Feed

A Note About Aresenic

As aresult of its review, the agency lowered its

In the time since we tested and analyzed our last set
of formulas, the Environmental Protection Agency
has released the results of its toxicology review on
inorganic arsenic, which analyzed new research on
how exposure to it may harm human health. The
EPA’s report says “robust” evidence demonstrates
that inorganic arsenic can cause heart disease and
type 2 diabetes, and “moderate” evidence demon-
strates effects on infant growth, as well as cognitive
and neurological effects on children and adolescents.

“reference dose” for inorganic arsenic—-meaning,
the amount the agency considers to be risky—by
analyzing the most current research on how expo-
sure may increase the risk of cancer and other
harms. In other words, the agency now considers
exposure to even lower levels of inorganic arsenic to
be a higher risk.

The EPA’s newly adjusted reference dose also in
turn affects the way we assess the inorganic arsenic
we detect in formula—meaning, what levels should
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count as “levels of concern.” So while it may look like
there is more arsenic in the formulas we tested in this
round than last time, what has actually happened is
that the way we’re measuring risk has changed, to
stay aligned with the most current science.

While the FDA doesn’t set limits on arsenic in
infant formula, the European Union does—and all
the formulas in our tests fall below the EU’s limits of
20 parts per billion inorganic arsenic for powdered
formula and 10 ppb for liquid formula.

To determine the potential risk posed by the
infant formulas in CR’s tests, we used internation-
ally recognized health-based daily exposure limits
for lead, inorganic arsenic, cadmium, mercury, BPA,
and acrylamide. Our results indicate which prod-
ucts had comparatively higher levels, and are not
assessments of whether a product exceeds a legal
standard. We used those levels because there are no
federal limits for contaminants in infant formula,
and CR’s scientists believe these levels are the most
protective available.

Our results are a snapshot in time and may not be
representative of the contaminant levels in every
formula. However, they underscore the feasibility of
manufacturers getting to lower levels and reducing
babies’ overall risk.

Results: Additional Powdered
Formulas, Including More
Hypoallergenic Options

Many readers wrote to CR with specific requests to
test additional powdered formulas that hadn’t been
included in our first round of testing. We tried our
best to fit them all into this second round. In addi-
tion to traditional cow-milk-based powders, readers
had questions about lactose-free, hypoallergenic,
sensitive, and alternative-protein formulas that par-
ents often try when their babies seem intolerant of
milk proteins or have other digestive issues.

Readers had noticed that the few hypoallergenic
formulas we had tested in the first round tended to
be higher in contaminants and landed in the worse
choices tier in our chart last time. Experts say the rea-
son for this pattern could be that hypoallergenic for-
mulas tend to contain more plant-based ingredients
than regular dairy-based formulas, and plants may be
more susceptible to heavy metal contamination from
soil and water than other types of ingredients.

WE TESTED 49 MORE BABY FORMULAS FOR LEAD AND ARSENIC | PAGE 6

In this second round of testing, we found that
many formulas marketed as hypoallergenic or
sensitive did have concerning levels of inorganic
arsenic. However, several in this category were
better options. For babies who need hypoallergenic
formula (also called extensively hydrolyzed), Nestlé
Extensive HA and Nutricia Neocate Syneo HA are
both good choices.

HiPP Hypoallergenic also performed well in this
category, but parents should be aware that it’s one
of several formulas we tested that have not been
registered with the FDA. Unlike several European
formula companies that the FDA granted special
status to during the 2022 shortage, other formulas
made overseas have not yet fallen under the FDA’s
oversight. The formulas outside of the FDA’s regu-
lation are denoted with asterisks in the test result
charts above and below. We decided to include
them in CR’s tests because parents are still able
to buy them from third-party vendors and non-

U.S. retail sites. But pediatricians say that using
imported formulas does bring certain risks that par-
ents should be aware of. The scoop-to-water ratio
may vary, so parents will need to pay close attention
to the mixing instructions for powder formulas. The
formulas won’t necessarily have the same levels of
vitamins and nutrients that the FDA recommends.
Finally, parents may be less likely to hear about
recalls from manufacturers overseas.

For babies who don’t necessarily need exten-
sively hydrolyzed formula, but whose needs call
for a “sensitive,” “gentle,” or partially hydrolyzed
formula, Earth’s Best Organic Sensitivity, Enfamil
Reguline, and Mama Bear (Amazon) Sensitivity Pre-
mium all performed well in our tests. You can also
read more about these different categories in CR’s
baby formula buying guide.

We also included several more organic, goat-milk,
and plant-based options in this round of testing.

“Organic” does not necessarily mean “free of con-
taminants,” which can still enter into food through
the soil, the water, or the manufacturing process
itself. However, aside from one product, the organic
formulas we looked at generally tested very low for
contaminants.

We included four goat milk options in this round
of testing, and most performed well, with only
one product in which we detected both BPA and
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inorganic arsenic. cow-milk ones,” says Eric Boring, PhD, a CR chemist
When we tested five formula options labeled “plant- ~ who led this testing project. “The organic formulas
based” or “soy-based,” though, all five of those had tended to be cleaner on average than non-organic,
potentially concerning levels of inorganic arsenic. except one plant-based organic formula.”
“The plant-based formulas tended to have As we did last time, we tested these powdered for-
higher inorganic arsenic and lead than the goat- or mulas dry and did not reconstitute them with water.

Powdered Formulas

@ Not deteted/low levels @ Levels nearing daily limits @ Levels over daily limits Not tested

(Some formulas were not tested for inorganic arsenic because their total arsenic did not exceed our threshold.)

Top Choices

Contaminants not detected or detected below level of concern
Listed alpabetically

. 1 Bobbie ) Jovie ;
Eogbﬁ § Grass-Fed Whole © BPAs ® Cadium Organic Goat Milk @ BPAs @ Cadium
i Milk Infant Formula @ Lead @ Inorganic aresenic Infant Formula* @ Lead @ Inorganic aresenic
I g§ Bobbie @ Arcylamide @ Mercury Unica Global B. @ Arcylamide @ Mercury
g == Powder Powder
gobbig Whole Milk @ BPAs @ Cadium Kendamil @ BPAs @ Cadium
rgane whote i @ Lead Inorganic aresenic Goat Infant Formula. @ | eqd @ Inorganic aresenic

Infant Formula

@ Arcylamide @ Mercury Kendal Nutricare @ Arcylamide @ Mercury

Bobbie Powder

Powder

Earth's Best @ BPAs Cadium Mama Bear (Amazon) @ gpas ® Cadium

Organic Sensitivity ® Lead o . . Sensitivity Premium ) | | ; ;
Infant Formula €a norganic aresenic ~ | Infant Formula ea norganic aresenic

@ Arcylamide @ Mercury @ Arcylamide @ Mercury

Perrigo Perrigo
Powder Powder
Enfamil @ BPAs @ Cadium Neocate - @ BPAs @ Cadium
Infant Formula @ Lead @ Inorganic aresenic Isnyfgi‘; E;;::Ligergemc @ Lead Inorganic aresenic
Mead Johnson @ Arcylamide @ Mercury @ Arcylamide @ Mercury
Powder Danone
Powder
Enfofp“ - © BPAs @ Cadium Nestlée @ BPAs @ Cadium
eguline Infant @ Lead 0 Inorganic aresenic Extensive HA Infant O Lead © Inorganic aresenic
Formula ® Arcviamide ® M Formula With Iron ® o ®
Mead Johnson rcylamide ercury Nestle Arcylamide Mercury
Powder Powder
Happy Baby @ BPAs @ Cadium . Pure Goat @ BPAs ® Cadium
Organics Organic @ | oqqg Inorganic aresenic s Bio Com*plete Infant ® Lead © Inorganic aresenic
Infant Formula P . © = Formula
Arcylamide Mercury 1= @ Arcylamide @ Mercury
coo ™8 Danone L\l Pure Goat Company
Powder - = —  Powder
Lt :iPPo:ﬁe rCZfr:Eiotik @ BPAs @ Cadium Similac © BPAs @ Cadium
sex In\f’gnt For?nula* @ Lead Inorganic aresenic Pure Bliss Irish Farms @ | oqd Inorganic aresenic

Infant Formula

Abbott Nutrition
Powder

Ca HiPP International @ Arcylamide @ Mercury @ Arcylamide @ Mercury

BRESS Powder

=3
Hane Holle @ BPAs @ Cadium

e Organic Goat Milk @ Lead Inorganic aresenic

Infant F la*

ntan orm.ua @ Arcylamide @ Mercury
Cornu Holding

Powder

*Formulas with an asterisk are not registered with the FDA.
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Worst Choices

Contaminants not detected or detected below level of concern
Listed alpabetically

Parent's Choice

'msm i@ gggéosvzgri Soy-Ease @ BPAs @ Cadium (Walmart) @ BPAs @ Cadium
g ! Pro @ Lead ® Inorganic aresenic Sensitivity Premium @ Lead @ Inorganic aresenic
v% Perrigo @ Arcylamide @ Mercury Perrigo @ Arcylamide @ Mercury
= Powder Powder
Enfamil @ BPAs @ Cadium . Pepticate . @ BPAs @ Cadium
NeuroPro EnfaCare @ Lead ® Inorganic aresenic E m:gsfgg:&f;lg Lead ® Inorganic aresenic
Mead Johnson @ Arcylamide @ Mercury @ Arcylamide @ Mercury
Powder Eongne
owder
Enfamil o ] Sprout Organic ;
BPAs @ Cadium P 9 © BPAs Cadium
Nutramigen With -
P;kr)?;ntifige I O Lead © Inorganic aresenic Eéirr:ul?;*sed Infant ® Lead ® Inorganic aresenic
Mead Johnson @ Arcylamide @ Mercury Sprout Organic ® Arcylamide @ Mercury
Powder Powder
Enfcmi_l @ BPAs @ Cadium Up&Up (Target) @ BPAs @ Cadium
Sensative @ Lead ® Inorganic aresenic Hypoallergenic @ Lead ® Inorganic aresenic
Mead Johnson @ Arcylamide @ Mercury Perrigo @ Arcylamide @ Mercury
Powder Powder
20”?\'/:‘?0?9' cant © BPAs @ Cadium Up&Up (Target) @ BPAs © Cadium
M?IE IrstInfan @ Lead ® Inorganic aresenic iensmwty Premium @ | ¢qd @ Inorganic aresenic
() i (L) errigo ;
DGC New Zealand Arcylamide Mercury Powder @ Arcylamide @ Mercury
Powder
Nestle @ BPAs @ Cadium
Alfamino O Lead ® Inorganic aresenic
Nestle @ Arcylamide @ Mercury

Powder

*Formulas with an asterisk are not registered with the FDA.

Formula Companies Respond

We tested 49 different formulas, but the U.S. market
is almost entirely dominated by just a handful of
formula manufacturers. About half of all formula
bought in the U.S. is bought through the Special
Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women,
Infants, and Children (WIC), and almost all of that
is made by just two companies: Abbott and Mead
Johnson. Abbott makes Similac and EleCare, while
Mead Johnson makes Enfamil and PurAmino.

A third company, Perrigo, is responsible for mak-
ing many familiar store brands—including Kirkland
Signature (Costco), Member’s Mark (Sam’s Club),
Parent’s Choice (Walmart), and Up&Up (Target)—as
well as Dr. Brown’s, which we tested last time, and
Earth’s Best, which we included in this current
round of testing.

Together, the formula made by these three com-
panies—Abbott, Mead Johnson, and Perrigo—makes
up 79 percent of the U.S. market, according to 2022
estimates.

CR sent questions to all the companies about the
types of contaminants they test their ingredients
and products for, their thresholds for allowed con-
taminants, and what they thought might be the
sources of any contaminants we found in our tests.
We also contacted companies producing formulas
that didn’t contain contaminants to learn what they
were doing to achieve these positive results.

Similac and EleCare manufacturer Abbott Nutri-
tion and Enfamil manufacturer Mead Johnson both
sent detailed responses to CR’s test results and
questions. These companies, which dominate the
infant formula market, have products that appear
in every category in our charts; CR’s tests detected



Consumer Reports | CR.org

contaminants at levels of concern in some of their
formulas and didn’t detect them in others.

Both of these companies challenged CR’s results.
They argued that trace levels of heavy metals occur
naturally in the environment and throughout the
food supply, and that this is not an issue that is
unique to infant formula.

“Abbott’s infant formulas are safe and parents can
use them confidently,” wrote a spokesperson for
Abbott. “Today, Abbott’s infant formulas—including
those sold in the U.S.—meet existing regulations for
heavy metals set by the European Commission and
Health Canada. These European Commission limits
are the most stringent regulatory limits for heavy
metals in infant formula adopted to date by any
nation in the world. They also meet FDA’s current
limits for heavy metals in (non-formula) baby foods,
children’s juices, and drinking water. The test results
shared with Abbott by Consumer Reports confirm as
much.” Abbott also took issue with CR’s use of Cali-
fornia’s extra-protective limits to assess risk.

“We employ stringent testing protocols and are
proud of our efforts to date to reduce the levels of
unintended materials in our products, which meet
all safety and quality standards set by U.S. and
global regulatory bodies,” wrote a Mead Johnson
spokesperson, adding that “we test ingredients prior
to manufacturing our products” and “we employ a
stringent testing protocol for all finished products.
Only products that meet our rigorous safety stan-
dards are released to market.” Mead Johnson also
emphasized that heavy metals are never intention-
ally added to its products.

Perrigo, which makes Dr. Brown’s and Earth’s Best
formula, as well as many popular store brands in
our tests, including Mama Bear (Amazon), Parent’s
Choice (Walmart), and Up&Up (Target), told us that
it performs risk assessments for all its raw ingredi-
ents and tests for any contaminants of concern, and
that it surveys all its finished products for 25 to 30
contaminants.

Danone is the parent company of Happy Baby
Organics and Nutricia (which makes Neocate, Pepti-
cate, and Fortini). Happy Baby Organics, which per-
formed well in these tests, told CR, “Every batch of
product undergoes more than 1,850 rigorous quality
and safety tests, including testing for heavy metals.”
Nutricia, whose formulas had more mixed results
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in our tests, said, “Nutricia infant formula batches
undergo more than 1,000 quality tests, including
testing heavy metals, to help ensure high quality
and product safety before reaching families.” Both
Happy Baby Organics and Nutricia also added that
they screen their formulas for Clostridium botuli-
num, the bacteria responsible for infant botulism.

Kendal Nutricare, which makes a ready-to-feed
Kendamil milk-based formula and a powdered goat
milk formula in our tests, said that it takes “exten-
sive measures to control and reduce” environmental
contaminants in its products. “In the case of our
goat recipe, inorganic arsenic levels were well below
even the most conservative safety limits and within
the range naturally expected for milk-based formu-
las,” wrote a Kendal Nutricare spokesperson.

Nannycare, which produces goat milk formula in
New Zealand for the U.K. market, told us, “The trace
levels of certain contaminants reported in your test-
ing are consistent with what is commonly observed
at very low background levels in agricultural and
dairy-based foods and are widely recognised by reg-
ulators as unavoidable at trace levels.”

Australian manufacturer Sprout Organic told CR,
“Based on the data provided, the results show low-
level presence of certain elements that are known to
occur naturally in plant-based ingredients” and that
“the detected levels fall within internationally rec-
ognised health-based benchmarks.”

All the Bobbie formulas we have spot-checked in
both rounds of testing have been in the top-choice
category, with no or low levels of detected contam-
inants. In a statement to us, a Bobbie executive
wrote, “We have strict standards for contaminants
across the board—every ingredient we bring into our
process has strict requirements for heavy metals,
microbials, and other contaminants.”

A representative from Jovie, which makes a Euro-
pean goat milk formula that performed well in our
tests, said, “Our infant formula complies with strict
EU requirements and is subject to rigorous testing at
every stage, from incoming ingredients and (pack-
aging) materials to the finished product.”

Nestlé’s representative told us, “All findings refer-
enced by Consumer Reports fall within established
regulatory limits, and our formulas continue to
meet our strict safety and quality standards for
infant nutrition,” and also wanted to make it clear
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that the recent global Néstle recall did not affect any
of its formula produced for the U.S.

Our tests detected acrylamide, BPA, or both in
three powdered formulas. Mead Johnson, which
makes Enfamil Nutramigen, challenged CR’s test
results for these contaminants and said that neither
contaminant had ever been detected in any of the
company’s products in its own tests. Sprout Organic
said, “Acrylamide can form in small amounts during
heat-processing steps common to many dry food
products,” and that the BPA levels we identified in
our tests “are extremely low and . . . well below lev-
els considered to pose a health risk.” Nannycare did
not comment specifically on CR’s BPA test results of
its formula.

HiPP, Holle, and The Pure Goat Company did not
respond to CR’s requests for comment.

Why Don't Formula Companies
Have to Test for These

Contaminants?

Food safety experts and pediatricians say that one
of the most important improvements formula manu-
facturers can make is to test both their raw ingredi-
ents and their finished products—and to do it more
frequently and more transparently. Manufacturers
are still not legally required to test for the contam-
inants we looked at in our testing, nor share their
test results with either the FDA or their customers.

And unlike infant formula sold in the EU, Canada,
Australia, and New Zealand, there are currently
no limits on the levels of contaminants allowed in
infant formula in the U.S. That is something many
health experts would like to see change.

“It’s just incredible that we would allow things
that cause cancer and cognitive deficits in infant
formulas,” says David Carpenter, MD, director of
the Institute for Health and the Environment at the
State University of New York at Albany.

A spokesperson for the FDA told CR in March 2025
that the agency has been (thus far unsuccessfully)
trying to change that, by asking Congress for the
authority to require the industry to test for toxic
chemicals. Now, a year later, the agency still doesn’t
have the power to require it. But the FDA can buy
and spot-check formulas themselves—just like we
did—and in that way, help clean up the industry
from the outside.
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“The infant formula companies do their own set
of testing, but I think a bit more transparency from
those companies through the FDA in terms of how
often that testing happens and what are their com-
pany levels would be helpful for consumers, as well
for medical providers, to be able to navigate that,”
says Nan Du, MD, who’s a pediatric gastroenterologist
at Boston Children’s Hospital and who was tapped
by the FDA to be a member of an expert panel for its
Operation Stork Speed initiative last year.

Chemical contaminants like arsenic and lead are
certainly not the only problems plaguing the for-
mula industry, nor are they the only things taking
up regulators’ attention right now.

In early November 2025, the formula maker
ByHeart announced that it was recalling two
batches of its product after learning that the FDA
was investigating its possible connection to an
outbreak of infant botulism. Infant botulism, an
infection caused by a bacterium called Clostridium
botulinum, is extremely rare, but can be fatal. The
botulism investigation and the ByHeart recall both
expanded rapidly. By mid-December, the FDA had
discovered 51 hospitalizations, and ByHeart had
recalled all the formula it had ever produced since
the company launched in 2022. No deaths have
been reported.

The ByHeart crisis called to mind the infamous
2022 formula shortage, which was sparked by the
suspected presence of another bacterium, crono-
bacter, in a factory owned by Abbott Nutrition. But
there’s one notable difference: The FDA requires
that formula makers test all their products for
cronobacter (as well as another type of bacteria,
salmonella). It does not require them to test for C.
botulinum, the culprit in this latest outbreak.

The Safe Food Coalition, a group of advocates that
includes Consumer Reports, is now pressing the
agency to change that. In a December 2025 letter to
the FDA, the Coalition wrote that the agency should
(among other things) inspect baby-formula factories
more often, fill current FDA inspector vacancies,
request more oversight authority from Congress,
and require that companies test their formula for C.
botulinum.

The FDA responded to the group in January 2026,
writing that hiring more inspectors for baby formula
manufacturing was a priority and that they were
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indeed requesting more authority from Congress to
strengthen oversight in various ways. However, they
also wrote that, as this was the first documented
botulism outbreak tied to infant formula, the agency
is still “evaluat[ing] whether additional preventive
controls, testing protocols, or regulatory measures
are warranted across the industry.”

What's Next for Operation
Stork Speed?

The day after we shared the results of our first
round of tests with the FDA, HHS announced Opera-
tion Stork Speed, a set of initiatives to increase over-
sight over the infant formula industry. According to
the announcement, the FDA would be increasing

its testing of formulas for heavy metals and other
contaminants, as well as undertaking a new review
of the nutrients and ingredients that are currently
required in formulas sold in the U.S.

During an expert panel convened by the FDA as
part of Operation Stork Speed, which was broadcast
live in June 2025, the conversation focused much
more on the pros and cons of various formula ingre-
dients than on the problem of toxic contaminants.
Heavy metals were mentioned a handful of times,
as was the fact that other countries, unlike the U.S.,
set limits on heavy metals in formulas. But most of
the airtime went to topics like seed oils and corn
sweeteners. (For a breakdown of the nutritional
composition of baby formula, including a guide to
understanding what’s on the label, refer to our baby
formula buying guide.)

The agency has sought and received comments
from the public about the nutrients and ingredients
in formulas, including from all the major formula
makers. It recently announced a redesign of the
infant formula section of its website that makes
information easier to find. And the Stork Speed
expert panel recently published a trio of journal
articles about how oversight can be improved. The
article focusing on safety and regulation argues that
the industry should increase and standardize its
testing: “Additionally, increased transparency from
the United States FDA regarding the frequency of
testing and the most recent contaminant levels is
critical for rebuilding consumer trust in the safety of
United States formulas,” the group of experts wrote.

But as of this writing, it is unclear how, or whether,
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Operation Stork Speed has made the infant formula
market any safer. In response to questions for this
article, the FDA again told CR that it has asked Con-
gress for the authority to require formula manufac-
turers to test ingredients and finished products for
contaminants but has not yet received it. An agency
spokesperson also said that the agency is “actively
testing a variety of infant formula products for the
presence of heavy metals and other contaminants,”
including pesticides and PFAS, but the details or
results of those tests have not been made public.

Steven Abrams, MD, professor of pediatrics at the
University of Texas at Austin Dell Medical School,
who is part of the infant formula expert panel con-
vened by the FDA, says that the campaign’s progress
was slowed somewhat by the federal government
shutdown last fall and that the FDA is also likely
overwhelmed by the ByHeart investigation. But, he
says, he and his colleagues are eager for Stork Speed
to focus more now on how the agency can work to
minimize contamination of all kinds.

“We’ve been pushing to get that process up and
rolling again, and pointing out that the whole
ByHeart story emphasizes even more the need to
get that going, because the intent of the process,
the original Stork Speed description, very much
included issues of contamination,” Abrams says.

While federal oversight is still ramping up, how-
ever, state-level agencies are already making prog-
ress toward testing and transparency. In January
2026, Florida Gov. Ron DeSantis announced a new
initiative by the state health department to test
infant formulas for heavy metals and pesticides; a
government website displays the full results of its
first round of testing.

CR’s food safety experts and advocates say that
our test results add further evidence to the argu-
ment that formula manufacturers should frequently
and rigorously test their ingredients and finished
products for toxic chemicals and deadly microor-
ganisms. And they say that the FDA should kick
Operation Stork Speed into higher gear to oversee
and enforce these necessary improvements.

“So far, there has been a lot of sound and fury
associated with this initiative in the form of declar-
ative press statements, but it hasn’t translated into
any meaningful action,” says Brian Ronholm, CR’s
director of food policy. “At some point, Operation
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Stork Speed has to deliver something.”

What Parents Should Know

Seeing that there are any toxic chemicals in infant
formula, however low the levels, can be alarming.
CR’s experts and advocates continue to push for
more oversight from regulators and more frequent
(and more transparent) testing from manufacturers.
But formula remains the best (and only) option for
feeding young babies when parents can’t breastfeed
or choose not to. CR’s tests also make clear that
there are good, budget-friendly options for formu-
la-fed babies.

Here are some more things to know about formula.

Keep these results in perspective. Consumer
Reports is using the lowest, most protective levels
to measure contaminants and assess potential risks
because infant formula is a baby’s first and most
important food. Low levels of contaminants do not
necessarily mean that babies exposed to them will
have adverse health outcomes.

Talk to your pediatrician. If you’re concerned
about any of the results discussed here and you
think you might want to switch the formula you
feed your baby, talk to your child’s care provider for
tips. Some of the formulas we tested are meant for
babies with specific medical needs, and may not be
right for yours. Don’t switch to an imported formula
that may not fall under FDA oversight, which comes
with its own risks, without talking to a doctor first.

Never ever try to make your own baby for-
mula or offer alternative foods. It’s unsafe from
a nutrition standpoint, and if the goal is to avoid
heavy metals or other contaminants, keep in mind
that whatever ingredients you’d be using for your
own recipe would probably also contain them.

Use clean water to mix into your powdered
formula. The EPA sets limits on contaminants in
tap water for most of the country, but not every-
where. If you drink water from a well, for instance,
that water is not regulated by the EPA. So it’s a good
idea to get well water tested for heavy metals and
PFAS before using it. You can contact your local
health authorities with questions, and if you have
concerns about environmental pollutants particular
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Infant Formula Protein Powder Applesauce
8.8 ppb 70.2 ppb 1,900-5,800 ppb

The highest lead level from The highest lead level from  The range of lead levels in
CR's test of powdered infant ~ CR's 2025 test of protein applesauce pouches found by
formula powder regulators and recalled in 2023
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Infant Formula Bottled Water
9 ppb 16.1 ppb

Infant Rice Cereal
125 ppb

Inorganic arsenic level in infant
rice cereal found by regulators
and recalled in 2021

The highest inorganic The highest inorganic arsenic
arsenic level from CR's test of  level from CR's 2019 test of
powdered infant formula bottled water (later recalled)

to your area, consider using bottled water or invest-
ing in a filtration system.

Remember, this isn’t all on you. CR always
wants to empower readers with more information
about products on the market so they can make
good choices. Parents can’t be expected to do their
own independent lab-testing of every food they
decide to give their kids. That’s why safety experts
and advocates believe that transparency from
both food manufacturers and regulators is key. “It
shouldn’t be on consumers to protect their children
from [contaminants] in infant formula,” says Han-
nah Gardener of the University of Miami. “There’s
no way for parents to know the heavy metal con-
tamination unless there’s disclosure and clear, easy-
to-access, easy-to-interpret disclosure.”

Editor’s Note: This article, originally published
March 3, 2026, has been updated to reflect which
formulas in our tests fell below our total arsenic
threshold and therefore were not tested for inor-
ganic arsenic. It also includes additional information
about our testing for arsenic and inorganic arsenic.
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