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Abstract: 
 
Objectives: The Food and Drug Administration discourages the casual sharing of human milk 
because of the risk of pathogen transmission. No information is currently available on the 
prevalence of this practice. The purpose of this mixed-methods observational study is to describe 
the size and activity of online milk sharing communities. Materials and Methods: Data for 3 
months were extracted from nine public Facebook pages that facilitate the exchange of human 
milk. The numbers of participants, interactions, and comments were analyzed. Results: We 
observed 954 individuals participating in milk sharing. The number of interactions per individual 
ranged from none to 16 (mean, 1.74±1.65). Top reasons that participants requested milk included 
“lactation problems” (69.4%) and “child health problems” (48.5%). Nearly half of donors were 
offering 100 ounces or more, which is the minimum to be eligible to donate to nonprofit milk 
banks. Conclusions: Milk sharing networks in the United States are active, with thousands of 
individuals participating in the direct exchange of raw human milk. Public health issues include 
increasing the supply of pasteurized donor milk for fragile infants, increasing breastfeeding 
support, and helping milk sharing families appropriately manage risks. 
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Article: 
 
Introduction 
 
Human milk provides infants with both nutrients and immunity and is endorsed as the optimal 
infant feeding strategy by many organizations, including the World Health Organization1 and the 
American Academy of Pediatrics.2 In the United States, there is evidence that this public health 
message is being heard as breastfeeding rates continue to rise.3 However, there are reasons a 
family may not have access to human milk for their child, including adoption, lactation 
problems, and maternal illness or death. Families who do not have adequate access to human 
milk may be able to receive donor human milk through other channels: nonprofit milk banks in 
the Human Milk Banking Association of North America (HMBANA) network4 that screen 
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donors, pasteurize milk, and supply it via physician's prescription to those with a medical need; 
for-profit companies5 that screen donors, pasteurize milk, and use it to manufacture a 
fortification product; and peer-to-peer milk sharing or selling communities,6–8 where human milk 
is exchanged directly between the donor and recipient. 
 
Pasteurized milk from nonprofit milk banks and fortified milk products from for-profit 
companies are primarily sold to hospitals to serve critically ill infants, with costs reported from 
an average of $4.01 per ounce9 to in excess of $180 per ounce,10 respectively. For families with 
nonhospitalized infants, these options for human milk are often cost-prohibitive when health 
insurance does not reimburse, leaving milk sharing as their primary channel for accessing human 
milk. A survey of milk sharing recipients supports this conclusion, with participants expressing 
their belief that banked donor milk was for “preterm or sick babies and even if I could obtain it, 
it was very expensive.”11 
 
Although the sharing of human milk is a practice that has been around for centuries in the form 
of wet nursing, the Internet has greatly expanded the ability to reach beyond familiar circles via 
online communities that facilitate the exchange of human milk. The Food and Drug 
Administration12 and La Leche League International13 have expressed concern with online milk 
sharing due to the risk of pathogen transmission. There are risks associated with feeding infants 
formula, the alternative when human milk is not used.2,14,15 Given the increased awareness of the 
importance of breastfeeding, it is easy to understand why parents may seek human milk for their 
children via online communities. 
 
No information currently exists regarding the size of online milk sharing communities in the 
United States or the nature of milk sharing transactions. The purpose of this mixed-methods 
observational study was to use qualitative template analysis and quantitative descriptive analysis 
to describe the size of online milk sharing communities and to evaluate the nature of the 
communication among participants. A secondary purpose was to compare this information with 
donor volumes at nonprofit milk banks in order to begin to quantify the different segments of the 
U.S. human milk market. 
 
Materials and Methods 
 
Human Milk 4 Human Babies6 (HM4HB) and Eats on Feets7 (EOF) were selected for our initial 
analysis because they operate global, commerce-free milk sharing networks. Both organizations 
use Facebook to facilitate these communities, which are typically organized by state or country. 
On a single day in May 2013, the Facebook search engine was used to identify HM4HB and 
EOF groups in the United States. HM4HB Facebook communities existed for all 50 states, 
whereas EOF Facebook communities existed for 47 states. The number of Facebook “likes” was 
extracted as an initial measure of community size. The median number of “likes” per state was 
680 (interquartile range, 379–1,151) for HM4HB groups and 288 (interquartile range, 164–495) 
for EOF groups. HM4HB communities were selected for our observational study because they 
had a larger fan base. We selected nine different HM4HB communities to analyze based on the 
quartile they fell into for Facebook “likes” with the objective of studying small, medium, and 
large milk sharing communities: three in the first quartile (small), three in the second or third 
quartile (medium), and three in the fourth quartile (large). HM4HB communities were further 



selected by geography so that we were able to observe Eastern, Central, and Western states 
within the small, medium, and large communities to look for potential regional trends. 
 
Data extraction 
 
A database was developed by retroactively extracting the following information from the 
HM4HB Facebook communities for original posts for a 3-month period in 2013: name of the 
poster, date of post, verbatim text of post, name of the responder to original post, date of 
response to original post, and verbatim text of response to original post. A codebook was 
developed to establish rules for extracting and classifying posts. The four classifications of posts 
were as follows: original offer (an original post by an individual offering her milk), an original 
request (an original post by an individual asking for milk), a reply offer (a reply to an original 
request indicating an interest in giving milk), or a reply request (a reply to an original offer 
indicating an interest in receiving milk). To ensure no double counting, posts by the HM4HB 
Page Administrator were not extracted because administrators often repost an individual's 
request. Similarly, posts that did not have to do with the exchange of human milk (e.g., “I've got 
a free pump available”) were not extracted. Multiple reply posts from the same user that had to 
do with the logistics of the exchange (e.g., “Can you meet on Tuesday?”) were excluded from 
our analysis. If information regarding the reason for the exchange or the volume of the exchange 
was provided in multiple reply posts, this verbatim information was combined with the data from 
the user's initial comment so that transactions would not be double counted. Interactions per 
participant were determined by computing the number of unique individuals who a participant 
engaged in a discussion with regarding the exchange of milk. For example, if Participant A 
posted a request for milk, and Participants B and C replied that they had milk available, we 
computed two interactions for Participant A and one interaction each for Participants B and C. 
Likewise, if no one replied with offers of milk, we computed zero interactions for Participant A. 
 
Using the codebook, the primary researcher extracted and categorized data for the entire study 
period, while a second researcher repeated the data extraction process for a random sample of 
20% of the study dates. Cohen's kappa16 was calculated to determine inter-rater reliability for 
data extraction and classification. The kappa value was 0.91, suggesting high reliability.17 Upon 
completion of data extraction, each unique poster to the group was assigned an identifier, and all 
identifying information was removed from the dataset. 
 
Comment coding 
 
The content of the Facebook comments were qualitatively evaluated18,19 to explore the type of 
information that was shared by requesters and donors within the milk sharing communities. The 
comment fields were read by the primary researcher, and a codebook was developed based on 
the two primary themes that appeared in the verbatim comments: (1) requesters often described 
the reason they were seeking milk, and (2) donors often described items related to the quality of 
their milk. When information from neither of these themes was provided, the post was classified 
as “no additional information.” Table 1 lists major codes and examples. One researcher applied 
codes to the entire dataset, and a second trained researcher independently coded a random 
sample of 20% of the posts for agreement with the primary researcher's coding. Cohen's kappa 
was calculated to measure inter-rater reliability for comment coding, and a kappa value of 0.87 



was achieved, indicating excellent agreement between coders.17 Discrepancies in coding were 
resolved by discussion and consensus between the two researchers. 
 
Table 1. Frequency of Comment Codes by Requester and by Offer 
Codes by Number % of total Examples of comments 
Requester (n=235) 
 Lactation problems 163 69.4% “My daughter is 9 days old and my milk has not (and I fear, may 

not) come in.” 
“We have had many issues breastfeeding and I have unfortunately 

dried out.” 
 Child's health 114 48.5% “Doesn't tolerate formula well” 

“Catching every virus in daycare” 
“She needs breastmilk to help her immune system through these 

next two surgeries.” 
“Had a very hard go of it in the NICU after contracting NEC” 

 Adoption/fostering 32 13.6% “We have a beautiful one month old baby boy that we adopted. I'd 
love to be able to give him some healthy donated milk!” 

 Mother's health 28 11.9% “Because of the medication I'm taking I won't be able to 
breastfeed.” 

“Cancer survivor mother in need of any amount…due to double 
mastectomy” 

 Work/school 18 7.7% “I'm not able to pump for more than 8 minutes while at work 2× a 
day.” 

Posted offer (n=365) 
 Milk attributes 321 87.9% “Frozen breastmilk from September” 

“Milk bank certified” 
 Donor lifestyle 123 33.7% “No smoking, no alcohol, no drug” 

“On a vegan diet and do drink one cup of coffee a day” 
 Medication/supplements 31 8.5% “The milk bank would not accept my donation due to a current 

battle with thrush and early antibiotics.” 
“I am on a medicine called metformin. Very little gets into milk.” 

NEC, necrotizing enterocolitis; NICU, neonatal intensive care unit. 
 
Analyses 
 
In a survey of milk sharing participants, Gribble11 found that donors wanted to know why their 
milk was needed. Although this is primarily an observational and descriptive study of online 
milk sharing communities, we also hypothesized that requests that included information 
regarding why the participant was seeking milk would have a higher response rate than requests 
with no information. A Student's t test statistical analysis comparing the number of responses to 
original requests with and without a reason was performed to test this hypothesis. SAS (Cary, 
NC) software version 9.3 was used to perform analysis. This study received Institutional Review 
Board exemption from North Carolina State University. 
 
Results 
 
Covering a 3-month period in 2013, we extracted 1,492 milk sharing posts from the public 
HM4HB's Facebook sharing communities for nine states, including 333 original offers (22.3%), 
360 reply offers (24.1%), 329 original requests (22.1%), and 470 reply requests (31.5%). We 
observed 954 individuals participating in the milk sharing communities, with 532 (55.8%) of the 



participants offering milk, 413 (43.3%) participants requesting milk, and nine (0.9%) participants 
offering and requesting milk. In all milk sharing communities, the number of donors exceeded 
the number of requesters (Fig. 1). The minimum number of interactions per individual was zero 
in all communities, whereas the maximum number of interactions per individual across the nine 
communities ranged from four to 16. The majority of participants (68.8%) interacted with one to 
two people, whereas 5.2% of participants interacted with five or more people, and 11.2% had no 
interactions (Fig. 1). The mean number of interactions was 1.74±1.65, and the median was 1. Of 
the 52 participants who interacted with more than five people, the majority (69.2%) were seeking 
milk. One participant described her adopted son as receiving donations from “20 milky mommas 
so far!” 
 

 
Figure 1. Distribution of 954 milk sharing participants was assessed by (a) Facebook community 
size (small, medium, or large) and participant type (donor, requester, or both) and (b) number of 
interactions (unique individuals who a participant engaged in a discussion with regarding the 
possible exchange of milk) per participant (none, one to two, three to four, five to six, seven to 
eight, and more than eight interactions) and participant type (donor or requester). 
 
Figure 2 provides a distribution of observed milk sharing posts, observed milk sharing 
participants, and actual births20 for the states in our study, summarized by geography. 



Communities in the Central geography had a greater proportion of milk sharing activity (both 
posts and participants) compared with their proportion of total births, whereas communities in 
the East geography had a lower proportion of milk sharing activity compared with their 
proportion of total births, suggesting that milk sharing may be more popular in some areas of the 
country than in others. 
 

 
Figure 2. Distribution of the 1,492 milk sharing posts, 954 milk sharing participants, and 
1,202,615 births20 was assessed by geography (each totals 100%). 
 
Insights into milk requests 
 
Of the 422 participants who requested milk, 235 of these individuals (55.7%) provided 
comments regarding why they were seeking milk. Participants often cited more than one reason 
for seeking milk; therefore, the cumulative frequency for all reasons exceeds 100%. The top 
reasons cited for seeking milk were lactation problems (69.4%), child's health (48.5%), 
adoption/fostering (13.5%), and mother's health (11.9%). Lactation problems included low milk 
supply, tongue-tie, pediatrician recommendations to supplement, and more. Child's health 
comments ranged from mild problems, including colds and general immunity, to more severe 
problems, including necrotizing enterocolitis complications and terminal illness. Similarly, 
mother's health problems ranged from mild, including food poisoning, to more severe, including 
breast cancer. Table 1 provides a frequency of requester reasons and example comments. 
 
There were 81 original requests that provided no additional information on why the participant 
was seeking milk and 248 original requests where additional information was provided. Original 
requests that provided information regarding why the requester needed milk received 
significantly more reply offers than those where no additional information was provided 
(1.21±1.39 vs. 0.74±1.01; p=0.0059). 
 
Insights into milk offers 
 



Of the 693 posts where milk was offered, 365 of these offers (52.7%) provided additional 
information about the milk being offered. Participants often referenced multiple codes; therefore 
the cumulative frequency exceeds 100%. When additional information about the milk was 
provided, 87.9% of the donors commented on milk attributes, 33.7% commented on donor 
lifestyle, and 8.5% provided medication/supplement information (Table 1). Milk attribute 
comments included information about the stage of lactation based on child's age, length of 
storage, and whether the donor had been certified by a nonprofit milk bank. Donor lifestyle 
comments included information on mother's diet and use of alcohol, caffeine, cigarettes, and 
prenatal vitamins. Medication/supplements comments included information about maternal use 
of prescription medication, over-the-counter drugs, vitamins, minerals, or herbal supplements. 
Two drugs cited—metformin and citalopram (Celexa®; Forest Laboratories, New York, NY)—
were listed in LactMed, the National Library of Medicine's drug and lactation database, with 
recommendations of caution or monitoring when used while breastfeeding. 
 
Of the 693 posts where milk was offered, 283 of these offers (40.8%) described the volume of 
milk available. Offers ranged from 10 ounces to 700 ounces, with a median offer of 90 ounces 
(interquartile range, 50–150). Forty-seven percent of offers that identified volume were donating 
100 ounces or more of milk. Figure 3 provides a summary of the frequency of milk volumes 
offered. 
 

 
Figure 3. Distribution of the 283 offers that described the volume of milk available was assessed 
by volume. 
 
Discussion 
 
Our observational study of online milk sharing networks suggests that these communities are 
active, with thousands of individuals across the United States participating in the direct exchange 
of human milk. Other segments of the U.S. human milk market include the HMBANA nonprofit 



network of milk banks, which approved 3,641 donors in 2012 (Pauline Sakamoto, HMBANA 
Board Member, e-mail communication, July 2013) and has been experiencing ongoing shortages 
of milk,21 and for-profit companies, where no information is available on the size of their donor 
base, and more research is needed to establish strong scientific evidence for the use of their 
products.22 
 
In contrast to the fragmentation seen in the U.S. human milk market, Brazil has an extensive 
public milk banking system that provides pasteurized donor milk at no cost to infants with 
medical needs including preterm infants and those with nutritional disorders and allergies.23,24 In 
2011, Brazil's milk banking network collected almost five times the volume of donor milk per 
preterm birth compared with volumes collected by the HMBANA network.25 Neither HM4HB 
nor EOF operates milk sharing communities in Brazil, and we were unable to locate other online 
sharing communities that operate in Brazil. 
 
The existing fragmentation of the U.S. human milk market creates several public health 
challenges: how to ensure there is an adequate supply of human milk to meet the needs of 
neonatal intensive care units (NICUs), where the use of human milk has been shown to improve 
health outcomes and lower costs26,27; how to expand coverage of breastfeeding support so more 
mothers can meet their breastfeeding goals while also expanding insurance coverage of 
pasteurized donor milk beyond the NICU; and how to promote informed decision making and 
safety for the thousands of individuals who currently do not have access to pasteurized donor 
milk and who seek the benefits of human milk through online milk sharing. 
 
Ensuring adequate supply for NICUs 
 
In 2011 there were over 460,000 preterm births (<37 weeks of gestation) in the United 
States.20 The American Academy of Pediatrics outlines the importance of human milk for 
preterm infants and states that “if mother's own milk is unavailable despite significant lactation 
support, pasteurized donor milk should be used.”2 Recent studies on the prevalence of the use of 
pasteurized donor milk showed that between 22% and 42% of maternity hospitals in the United 
States were using it in advanced care units,28,29 suggesting that the existing supply is far short of 
what is needed to meet the needs of all fragile infants. 
 
During our study period we observed 532 individuals offering their milk in online milk sharing 
communities, with the largest state having 197 donors. Mothers' Milk Bank, in San Jose, CA, is 
the largest of the HMBANA banks in the United States, and it received milk from 259 California 
donors during our study time period (Pauline Sakamoto, Executive Director of Mothers' Milk 
Bank, e-mail communication, June 2013). The number of peer-to-peer donors is substantial in 
relation to the number of donors who provide to the 13 HMBANA milk banks in the United 
States. Almost 50% of the milk sharing offers we observed met the 100 ounce minimum 
requirements necessary to be eligible to donate to many nonprofit milk banks.4 Gribble11 found 
that the top reason donors in milk sharing communities did not donate to nonprofit milk banks 
was because there was no local milk bank. Given that most of the HMBANA banks accept 
donors from out of state and will pay the costs for shipping the milk, these findings by 
Gribble11 suggest that many donors may be unaware of all of their options regarding where they 
can donate surplus breastmilk. Shortages of pasteurized donor milk in the NICU is a public 



health issue, and it is not likely that the HMBANA network of nonprofit milk banks will have the 
resources to undertake a large public awareness campaign to bridge the gap in donors needed to 
supply milk to all NICUs. 
 
Expanding coverage and support 
 
Approximately two-thirds of participants (69.4%) cited lactation problems as the reason for 
seeking milk. Lactation problems are discussed as barriers to breastfeeding in The Surgeon 
General's Call to Action to Support Breastfeeding.30 Women who are faced with lactation 
problems such as mastitis, sore nipples, engorged breasts, insufficient supply, and latch issues 
are less likely to continue breastfeeding if they are not provided with adequate support.31,32 
Successful initiation and continuation of breastfeeding are more likely when the mother–baby 
dyad has access to breastfeeding support in the early postpartum period.33,34 The risks of not 
breastfeeding are well known,35 yet only a small percentage of infants are breastfed according to 
World Health Organization and American Academy of Pediatrics recommendations. In 2010, the 
U.S. breastfeeding initiation rate was 76.5%, and only 37.7% and 16.4% of children were 
exclusively breastfed through 3 and 6 months of age, respectively, and 27.0% of children were 
breastfeed for 1 year.3 
 
Almost half of participants (48.5%) cited issues related to the child's health as the reason for 
seeking milk, which suggests that there may be medical needs beyond the NICU where access to 
and insurance coverage of human milk can improve health outcomes. The Affordable Care Act 
requires coverage of preventative health services for women including “breastfeeding support, 
supplies, and counseling.”36 As a guide to help payers in determining insurance coverage for this 
provision, the United States Breastfeeding Committee and the National Breastfeeding Center 
jointly issued The Model Policy: Payer Coverage of Breastfeeding Counseling Services, Pumps, 
and Supplies.37 This policy encourages insurance coverage of pasteurized donor human milk 
when prescribed by a licensed healthcare provider for conditions including formula intolerance, 
maternal illness, and other medical needs. 
 
Informed decision making and safety within peer-to-peer sharing communities 
 
As long as there is a shortage of pasteurized donor milk and minimal insurance coverage for its 
use, it is likely that a large number of families will continue to seek human milk via online milk 
sharing communities. There are risks associated with all forms of infant feeding. The main risks 
of sharing unpasteurized human milk are related to pathogen transmission associated with donor 
disease or improper handling.38 A recent study found significantly higher bacteria levels in milk 
purchased on the Internet compared with unpasteurized milk samples from a milk bank, although 
the method of milk acquisition in this study did not mirror the real-life process of acquiring milk 
within commerce-free milk sharing communities, which may have impacted results.39 We did not 
observe any comments suggesting adverse effects in this observational study. There are also risks 
associated with using infant formula, including greater incidence of numerous illnesses and 
diseases, as well as pathogen transmission.2,40 Infant feeding decisions require a risk–benefit 
analysis on a case-by-case basis. Instead of outright condemnation of milk sharing, the public 
health system should proactively help families evaluate and manage the risks of milk sharing 
while working to increase access to pasteurized donor milk. 



 
Conclusions 
 
This observational study showed that online human milk sharing is a prevalent activity in the 
United States. The fragmentation of the human milk market creates public health challenges 
associated with expanding the supply, coverage, and safety of human milk. More research is 
need on the experiences and knowledge of both milk donors and milk recipients. We recognize 
that there are nonpublic ways of communicating on Facebook such as sending a direct message 
to an individual or using the HM4HB administrator to post anonymous requests, and therefore 
the posts we extracted from Facebook are likely to underrepresent actual peer-to-peer milk 
sharing activities. Also, given that this was an observational study that only looked at nine states 
within the United States, it is possible that milk sharing behaviors may be different in other 
geographies. 
 
Acknowledgments. We thank Lily Yang and Pauline Sakamoto for their time and assistance. 
 
Disclosure Statement. No competing financial interests exist. 
 
References 
 
1. Horta BL, Bahl R, Martines JC, et al. Evidence on the Long Term Effects of Breastfeeding. 
Geneva: World Health Organization, 2007. 
http://whqlibdoc.who.int/publications/2007/9789241595230_eng.pdf (accessed November 11, 
2012). 
 
2. American Academy of Pediatrics. Policy statement: Breastfeeding and the use of human milk. 
Pediatrics 2012;129: e827–e841. 
 
3. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. National Immunization Survey. 
www.cdc.gov/breastfeeding/data/NIS_data/index.htm (accessed on May 8, 2013). 
 
4. Human Milk Bank Association of North America. https://www.hmbana.org/ (accessed 
October 23, 2012). 
 
5. Prolacta. www.prolacta.com (accessed May 8, 2013). 
 
6. Human Milk 4 Human Babies. www.hm4hb.net/ (accessed May 8, 2013). 
 
7. Eats on Feets. www.eatsonfeets.org/ (accessed May 8, 2013). 
 
8. Only the Breast. www.onlythebreast.com/ (accessed May 8, 2013). 
 
9. Jegier BJ, Meier P, Engstrom JL, et al. The initial maternal cost of providing 100mL of human 
milk for very low birth weight infants in the neonatal intensive care unit. Breastfeed Med 
2010;5:71–77. 
 

http://whqlibdoc.who.int/publications/2007/9789241595230_eng.pdf
http://www.cdc.gov/breastfeeding/data/NIS_data/index.htm
https://www.hmbana.org/
http://www.prolacta.com/
http://www.hm4hb.net/
http://www.eatsonfeets.org/
http://www.onlythebreast.com/


10. Ganapathy V, Hay JW, Kim JH. Cost of necrotizing enterocolitis and cost-effectiveness of 
exclusively human milk-based products in feeding extremely premature infants. Breastfeed Med 
2012;7:29–36. 
 
11. Gribble KD. Peer-to-peer milk donors’ and recipients’ experiences and perceptions of donor 
milk banks. J Obstet Gynecol Neonatal Nurs 2013;42:451–461. 
 
12. U.S. Food and Drug Administration. Use of donor milk. 
www.fda.gov/ScienceResearch/SpecialTopics/PediatricTherapeuticsResearch/ucm235203.htm 
(accessed May 8, 2013). 
 
13. La Leche League. Donating human milk. March 2011. www.llli.org/release/milksharing.html 
(accessed July 21, 2013). 
 
14. Akre JE, Gribble KD, Minchin M. Milk sharing: From private practice to public pursuit. Int 
Breastfeed J 2011;6:8. 
 
15. INFACT Canada. Risks of formula feeding. July 2006. 
www.infactcanada.ca/RisksofFormulaFeeding.pdf (accessed July 21, 2013). 
 
16. Cohen J. A coefficient of agreement for nominal scales. Educ Psychol Meas 1960;20:37–46. 
 
17. Landis JR, Koch GG. The measurement of observer agreement for categorical data. 
Biometrics 1977;33:159–174. 
 
18. Thoren AM, Metze B, Buhrer C, et al. Online support for parents of preterm infants: A 
qualitative and content analysis of Facebook ‘‘preemie’’ groups. Arch Dis Child Fetal Neonatal 
Ed 2013;98:F534–F538. 
 
19. Moreno MA, Christakis DA, Egan KG, et al. A pilot evaluation of associations between 
displayed depression references on Facebook and self-reported depression using a clinical scale. 
J Behav Health Serv Res 2012;39:295–304. 
 
20. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. Births: Final data for 2011. June 28, 2013. 
www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nvsr/nvsr62/nvsr62_01.pdf (accessed July 21, 2013). 
 
21. Johnson C. Bay Area milk bank facing increased demand. ABC KGO-TV San Francisco. 
September 11, 2012. 
http://abclocal.go.com/kgo/story?section=news/health&id=8807295&utm_source=buffer&buffer
_share=e2ab6 (accessed October 22, 2012). 
 
22. Embleton ND, King C, Jarvis C, et al. Effectiveness of human milk-based fortifiers for 
preventing necrotizing enterocolitis in preterm infants: Case not proven. Breastfeed Med 
2013;8:421. 
 
23. Gutierrez D, Almeida J. Human milk banks in Brazil. J Hum Lact 1998;14:333–335. 

http://www.fda.gov/ScienceResearch/SpecialTopics/PediatricTherapeuticsResearch/ucm235203.htm
http://www.llli.org/release/milksharing.html
http://www.infactcanada.ca/RisksofFormulaFeeding.pdf
http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nvsr/nvsr62/nvsr62_01.pdf
http://abclocal.go.com/kgo/story?section=news/health&id=8807295&utm_source=buffer&buffer_share=e2ab6
http://abclocal.go.com/kgo/story?section=news/health&id=8807295&utm_source=buffer&buffer_share=e2ab6


 
24. More D. The role of donor milk banking in breastfeeding promotion: Brazil’s experience. 
HMBANA Matters. January 2006. https://www.hmbana.org/downloads/2006Jan_newsletter.pdf 
(accessed July 22, 2013). 
 
25. Perrin MT, Fogleman D, Allen JC. The nutritive and immunoprotective quality of human 
milk beyond one year: Are lactation-duration-based donor exclusions justified. J Hum Lact 
2013;20:341–349. 
 
26. Quigley M, Henderson G, Anthony MY, et al. Formula milk versus donor breast milk for 
feeding preterm or low birth weight infants. Cochrane Database Syst Rev 2007;(4): CD002971. 
 
27. Arnold LDW. The cost-effectiveness of using banked donor milk in the neonatal intensive 
care unit: Prevention of necrotizing enterocolitis. J Hum Lact 2002;18:172–177. 
 
28. Perrine CG, Scanlon KS. Prevalence of use of human milk in US advanced care neonatal 
units. Pediatrics 2013;131: 1066–1072. 
 
29. Parker MGK, Barrero-Castillero A, Corwin BK, et al. Pasteurized human donor milk use 
among US level 3 neonatal intensive care units. J Hum Lact 2013;29:381–389. 
 
30. U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. The Surgeon General’s Call to Action to 
Support Breastfeeding. Washington, DC: Office of the Surgeon General, U.S. Department of 
Health and Human Services, 2011. 
 
31. Li R, Fein SB, Chen J, et al. Why mothers stop breastfeeding: Mothers’ self-reported reasons 
for stopping during the first year. Pediatrics 2008;122(Suppl 2):S69–S76. 
 
32. Heinig MJ, Follett JR, Ishii KD, et al. Barriers to compliance with infant-feeding 
recommendations among low-income women. J Hum Lact 2006;22:27–38. 
 
33. Taveras EM, Capra AM, Braveman PA, et al. Clinician support and psychosocial risk factors 
associated with breastfeeding discontinuation. Pediatrics 2003;112:108–115. 
 
34. Isabella PH, Isabella RA. Correlates of successful breastfeeding: A study of social and 
personal factors. J Hum Lact 1994;10:257–264. 
 
35. Stuebe A. The risks of not breastfeeding for mother and infants. Rev Obstet Gynecol 
2009;2:222–231. 
 
36. Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act (111-148, March 23, 2010), 42U.S.C. x 18001. 
2010. Available at Government Printing Office. http://www.gpo.gov (accessed January 16, 
2014). 
 

https://www.hmbana.org/downloads/2006Jan_newsletter.pdf
http://www.gpo.gov/


37. United States Breastfeeding Committee, National Breastfeeding Center. Model Policy: Payer 
Coverage of Breastfeeding Support and Counseling Services, Pumps and Supplies. Washington, 
DC: United States Breastfeeding Committee and National Breastfeeding Center, 2013. 
 
38. Cohen RS, Xiong SC, Sakamoto P. Retrospective review of serological testing of potential 
human milk donors. Arch Dis Child Fetal Neonatal Ed 2010;95:F118–F120. 
 
39. Keim SA, Hogan JS, McNamara KA, et al. Microbial contamination of human milk 
purchased via the Internet. Pediatrics 2013;132:e1227–e1235. 
 
40. Mullany G. Botulism threat found in infant formula ingredients. The New York Times 
August 3, 2013. www.nytimes.com/2013/08/04/business/global/large-dairy-supplier-warns-of-
botulism-threat.html (accessed August 19, 2013). 

http://www.nytimes.com/2013/08/04/business/global/large-dairy-supplier-warns-of-botulism-threat.html
http://www.nytimes.com/2013/08/04/business/global/large-dairy-supplier-warns-of-botulism-threat.html

	A mixed-methods observational study of human milk sharing communities on Facebook
	Introduction
	Materials and Methods
	Data extraction
	Comment coding
	Analyses

	Results
	Insights into milk requests
	Insights into milk offers

	Discussion
	Ensuring adequate supply for NICUs
	Expanding coverage and support
	Informed decision making and safety within peer-to-peer sharing communities

	Conclusions
	References

