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Abstract 

Background: While considerable attention has been devoted to patients’ health complexity 

epidemiology, comparatively less attention has been paid to tools to identify and describe, in 

a personalized and comprehensive way, "complex patients" in primary health care (PHC). 

Objective: To evaluate INTERMED tool’s validity and feasibility to assess health 

complexity in PHC. 

Design: Cross-sectional psychometric study. 

Setting: Three Brazilian PHC Units.  

Participants: 230 patients above 18 years of both sexes. 

Measurements: Spearman's rho assessed concurrent validity between the whole 

INTERMED and their four domains (biological, psychological, social, health system) with 

other well-validated instruments. Pearson's X2 measured associations of the sum of 

INTERMED “current state” items with use of PHC, other health services and medications. 

Cronbach's Alpha assessed internal consistency. INTERMED acceptability was measured 

through patients' views on questions and answers’ understanding and application length as 

well as objective application length. Applicability was measured through patients' views on 

its relevance to describe health aspects essential to care and INTERMED’s items-related 

information already existing in patients’ health records. 

Results: 18.3% of the patients were “complex” (INTERMED’s 20/21 cut-off). Spearman's 

correlations located between 0.44 - 0.65. Pearson’s coefficients found were X2 = 26.812 and 

X2 = 26.883 (both p = 0.020) and X2 = 28.270 (p = 0.013). Cronbach's Alpha was 0.802. All 

patients' views were very favorable. Median application time was 7 minutes and 90% of the 

INTERMED’s interviews took up to 14 minutes. Only the biological domain had all its items 

described in more than 50% of the health records. 

Limitations: We utilized the cutoff point used in all previous studies, found in research 

performed in specialized health services. 

Conclusion: We found good feasibility (acceptability and applicability), and validity 

measures comparable to those found from specialized health services. Further investigations 

of INTERMED predictive validity and suitability for routine PHC use are worthwhile. 
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Introduction  

To deliver better healthcare for each person, Primary Health Care (PHC) teams have 

progressively broadened their structure and work processes in response to the need to handle 

entangled biological, social and psychological aspects of health (1–3). An assessment of that 

biopsychosocial complexity (4,5) can identify aspects of health related to a person (e.g. 

chronic disorders and symptoms that interfere with functionality; emotional state, lifestyle, 

and social context) and their health services (e.g. organization and coordination, service 

access, treatment experience) (4,6,7). Such knowledge can help to target those in need for 

advanced care planning, and effectively develop, coordinate and monitor those plans (1,7,8). 

Considerable attention has been devoted to identifying the epidemiology of patient 

complexity, predominantly focusing on medical diagnoses (number of chronic disease and 

severities) (9). However, comparatively less attention has been paid to how to effect the 

identification of ‘complex patients’ ,incorporating not only the physical condition but the 

mental health and social needs (10), who need care planning in the clinical routine of PHC 

services (1,4,5). 

INTERMED Complexity Assessment Grid is a standardized instrument which objectives are 

to operationalize the assessment of the biopsychosocial complexity of a person’s health needs 

and improve the communication flow between professionals, patients and services (11–13). 

Its development was methodologically robust (14) as well as its validation in different patient 

populations, including in- and out-patients in secondary, tertiary and emergency services, 

with a range of health problems (11,12,15–18) and using different versions (face-to-face 

interview (19); self-assessment (20); pediatric (21), adults (19), and elderly (18)).  
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Longitudinal epidemiological studies showed that the INTERMED’s scores at baseline 

correlates with clinically meaningful indicators at follow-up, regarding hospital (22–24) and 

community (25–27) care as well as mortality (28), healthcare costs (27,29,30) and quality-

of-life (29). INTERMED versions helped to construct person-centered general elderly 

profiles in two countries (31,32). Before-and-after studies (33) and randomized controlled 

trials (RCTs) (34–37) deployed INTERMED as a method of integrative health risk 

assessment in its design. Case managers utilize INTERMED versions to identify people with 

a specific profile of health needs complexity and coordinate integrated care for them (7,38). 

A recent systematic review that compared screening tools to identify patients with complex 

health needs at risk of high use of healthcare services, concluded that the INTERMED’s adult 

version is the most promising tool and hence recommended its use (6). However, to date, 

only one study assessed the psychometric properties of the INTERMED versions in PHC 

patients, involving a small sample (n=55) and  only evaluating the concordance between the 

self-assessment version with the adult interview version as gold standard (39). 

In this study, we aimed to evaluate the psychometric values of INTERMED Complexity 

Assessment Grid in a PHC adult population. We hypothesized that INTERMED could have 

adequate validity and feasibility (applicability and acceptability) in a PHC population, a 

fundamental condition for its use to categorize complexities that inform subsequent 

personalized comprehensive care plans in that setting.  

Methods  

Sampling and recruitment procedures 

The sampling was based on the two types of Brazilian public organizational models of PHC, 

the "Basic Health Unit" (BHU) and the "Family Health Strategy" (FHS) model (40). Three 
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PHC units located in the city of Ribeirão Preto (state of São Paulo, Southeast region of Brazil) 

participated in the study: one FHS service managed by Ribeirão Preto Medical School of 

University of São Paulo; and one FHS and one BHU managed by Municipal Health 

Secretary. 

The sample was divided into 10 groups stratified by age (18-30, 31-40, 41-50, 51-60 and ≥60 

years) and sex, with a minimum of 15 and maximum of 35 people, to obtain the 

representativeness of these different age and sex groups. Inclusion criteria were as follow: 

living in the catchment area of three PHC units, having health records, speaking, and 

understanding Portuguese, and attending a PHC unit at a moment of recruitment.  

Participant’s recruitment took place when they were in a PHC unit in a queue awaiting 

attendance (for their own health). When a patient refused to participate in the study, a 

researcher invited the next consecutive patient. Voluntary written informed consent was 

obtained from each participant, during which a permission to review health records was 

obtained.    

Instruments  

INTERMED Complexity Assessment Grid is a semi-structured interview, with 17 questions 

(14). It has four domains - biological, psychological, social, and health system - with 20 

items, constituting a matrix formed by three temporal axes. Eight items are about health care 

before the current treatment episode (“historical”, with two items for each domain), eight 

items about current treatment episode (“current state”, with two items for each domain) and 

four items about prognoses of health care needs (“vulnerability/prognoses”, with one item 

for each domain).  Each item in the different domains scored according to Clinical Anchor 

Points, ranging from zero (“no vulnerability or need”) to a score of three (“high vulnerability 

or need”) (11,12,14,19). The items can be summed up to a total score ranging from 0 to 60 
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and reflecting the level of complexity of the case (cut-off point of 20/21, derived from studies 

carried out in specialized services) (23). We used the Portuguese Brazilian version previously 

translated and validated with inpatients (41,42). The INTERMED was used both to assess 

the profile of the patients' level of complexity through the interview and to analyze the data 

found in the health records (43). 

Due to the pioneering character of INTERMED - that is, it was developed to assess health 

complexity in a broad, biopsychosocial way, which was not done in a structured way by any 

other instrument until then - there is no other instrument that can be considered as a standard- 

gold against which it can be valued (11,12,14). Therefore, as done in the other studies on 

INTERMED validation carried out previously, we evaluated the concurrent validity of each 

of its four domains with other already well-validated specific instruments for these domains, 

which are described below (11,12,14). 

The other instruments used in this study were: 1) Socio-demographic Questionnaire 

developed for the study; 2) Hospital Anxiety and Depression Scale (HADS), with 14 items, 

each item is ranging from zero to three points (44); 3) Medical Outcomes Study – Social 

Support Survey (MOS-SSS), with 19 items ranging five points (45); 4) Charlson 

Comorbidity Index (CCI) to categorizing physical comorbidities, consisting of 19 selected 

conditions that are weighted from 1 to 6 and summed to an index on a 0–33 scale (46); 5) 

WHO Quality of Life – Bref  (WHOQOL-BREF), with 26 questions separated into four 

domains (physical health, psychological health, social relationships, and the environment) 

(47), 6) Questionnaire for Evaluation of Health Services Use, developed for the purpose of 

this study through adaptation of the former Questionnaire from the SABE Study (48), 

focusing the patients’ use  of PHC, other health services (hospitalization, emergency, and 

specialists) and medications in the last six months; and 7) Feasibility Questionnaire (49) for 
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patients, developed for this study and with Likert scale questions (five response options each) 

focusing on: acceptability  (satisfaction level from understanding the questions; satisfaction 

level from understanding  the answers; satisfaction with the length of the interview); and 

applicability (the relevance of asking the questions within each of the four domains - 

biological, psychological, social and health system - to help with health care delivery). These 

seven items of the Feasibility Questionnaire had its five response possibilities grouped into 

satisfactory and unsatisfactory.  

Training researchers to apply INTERMED 

The authors of the Brazilian Portuguese version of INTERMED (41,42) trained, during a 

three-day workshop, two researchers that collected the data (an occupational therapist (CAO) 

and a nurse (LLC)). 

Data collection procedures 

The researchers collected the data from November 2018 to June 2019. To understand the 

operation and determine the order of data collection in the three health units, the researchers 

followed the routine of each service for a week; after this, the data collection took place in 

each health unit for two months, covering every day and period of operation (7 a.m to 5 p.m, 

Monday through Friday). The principal researcher (CAO) interviewed the patients using the 

listed instruments and the INTERMED had its interview length timed.  

Study data were collected and managed using REDCap (Research Electronic Data Capture) 

(50), a web-based software platform data capture tool, hosted at the Ribeirão Preto Medical 

School of University of São Paulo (Department of Social Medicine) - 

https://research.fmrp.usp.br/. 
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Health records review 

 Following semi-structured interviews, participants had their health records (both paper and 

electronic) reviewed by academic-clinicians (CAO, LLC)  

Statistical Analysis  

To measure construct validity, we used Spearman's rho to correlate the total score of the 

INTERMED and the scores of its three domains (biological, psychological, and social ) with 

the scores of CCI, HADS and MOS-SSS respectively; and also with the total score of 

WHOQOL-brief, the scores of three of its domains (physical, psychological, social) and its 

question 24 ("How satisfied are you with your access to health services?”, to evaluate 

correlations with INTERMED’s health system domain). Coefficients ranging from 0.10 to < 

0.40 , from 0.40 to < 0.70, from 0.70 to < 1.00, were interpreted as weak, moderate an strong 

respectively (51).  

We also used Pearson's X2 (51) to compare the sum of the INTERMED’s eight "current state" 

variables of the four domains and the sum of the two “current state” variables of each domain 

with three variables of health service use (PHC, other health services, and medications' use). 

Cronbach's Alpha assessed internal consistency of INTERMED and values ranging from < 

0.5, from 0.5 to 0.6, from 0.6 to 0.7, from 0.7 to 0.8, from 0.8 to 0.9 and from ≥ 0.9, were 

interpreted as unacceptable, poor, questionable, acceptable, good and excellent (52). 

The feasibility analysis involved estimation of: distribution of absolute and relative 

frequencies of “satisfactory” answers for each of the seven topics asked patients in the 

Feasibility Questionnaire (acceptability and applicability); the objective INTERMED 

application time in the interview with the patient (acceptability); and the presence of 

information on each of the INTERMED variables in the medical records (43) (applicability). 

 . CC-BY-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted October 23, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.10.21.20216929doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.10.21.20216929
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/


10 
 

Analysis was conducted using IBM SPSS Statistics for Windows, version 20.0.  

Ethics approval 

The Research Ethics Committee of the Community Health Center of the Ribeirão Preto 

Medical School of the University of São Paulo approved the study (n° 99566718.0.0000.5414 

in 10/2018). 

Results  

Two hundred and thirty-eight (238) patients agreed to participate; eight did not complete the 

interview due to lack of time. Table 1 shows socio-demographic characteristics of the 230 

patients (mean age = 45.92 (±15.43) years, 56.1% female, 53.5% reported being white).  

Table 1 – Socio-demographic characteristics of the 230 participants, PHC patients. 
  

Frequency 
 

% 

Age group 

18-30 39 17.0 
31-40 59 25.7 
41-50 45 19.6 
51-60 43 18.7 
60+ 44 19.1 

Gender 
Female 129 56.1 
Male 101 43.9 

Ethnicity 
White 123 53.5 
Black 23 10.0 
Brown 84 36.5 

Schooling 

Illiterate / Incomplete Elementary 20 8,.7 
Elementary I complete / Elementary II 

incomplete 
51 22.2 

Elementary School II / High School 
Incomplete 

38 16.5 

High school / incomplete higher 
education 

100 43.5 

Graduated 21 9.1 

Occupation 

Employee 93 40.4 
Unemployed 53 23.0 

Retired 50 21.7 
Freelance 30 13.0 
Student 

 
4 1.7 
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Table 2 describes INTERMED profiles of the participants according Clinical Anchor Points 

of each variable. INTERMED minimum total score value was zero, maximum value was 38, 

mean was 13.57 and median was 13. Forty-two (18.3%) in the total sample were “complex”, 

according to the 20/21 cut-off score (23). Ninety-two patients (40.0% of the total sample) 

presented physical-mental multimorbidity (score 2 or 3 in the variable "Chronicity" of 

INTERMED and score 2 or 3 in the category "Psychiatric symptoms"); of these, 34 (14.8%) 

were classified as complex. Thirty-two (13.9%) had only physical multimorbidity (only a 

score of 3 in "Chronicity"), of which 2 (0.9%) were complex.  

Table 2 – Profiles of the 230 PHC patients regarding INTERMED items and their Anchor Points 
                                                                                                              INTERMED’s Anchor Point* 
 Variables 0 1  2  3 

Biological  

Chronicity  60 (26.1%) 8 (3.5%) 66 (28.7%)  96 (41.7%)
  

Diagnosis dilemma 67 (29.1%)
  

116 (50.4%)** 33 (14.3%) 14 (6.1%)
  

Symptom Severity 74 (32.2%)
  

62 (27.0%) 88 (38.3%) 6 (2.6%) 

Diagnostic challenge 79 (34.3%) 124 (53.9%) 24 (10.4%) 3 (1.3%) 
Complications and Life 
Threat 
 

149 (64.8%) 61 (26.5%) 20 (8.7) 0 (0.0%) 

Psychological 
 

Restriction in Coping 121 (52.6%) 36 (15.7%) 55 (23.9%)  18 (7.8%)
  

Psychiatric Dysfunction 133 (57.8%) 35 (15.2%) 60 (26.1%) 2 (0.9%) 

Resistance to Treatment 165 (71.7%) 57 (24.8%)
  

6 (2.6%)  2 (0.9%) 

Psychiatric Symptoms 80 (34.8%) 22 (9.6%) 124 (53.9%) 4 (1.7%) 
Mental Health Threat 
 

102 (44.3%) 105 (45.7%) 23 (10.0%) 0 (0.0%) 

Social  

Job and Leisure Problems 138 (60.0%) 45 (19.6%) 36 (15.7%)  11 (4.8%) 

Social Dysfunction 171 (74.3%) 22 (9.6%) 22(9.6%)  15 (6.5%) 
Residential Instability 215 (93.5%)

  
15 (6.5%) 0 (.0%) 0 (0.0%) 

Poor Social Support 167 (72.6%)
  

32 (13.9%) 8 (3.5%) 23(10.0%)
  

Social Vulnerability 
 

187 (81.3%) 42 (18.3%) 1 (0.4%) 0 (0.0%) 

Health System 

Access to Care 111 (48.3%)
  

50 (21.7%)
  

69 (30.0%) 0 (0.0%) 

Treatment Experience 130 (56.5%)
  

69 (30.0%) 28 (12.2%) 3 (1.3%) 

Organization of Care 147 (63.9%) 67 (29.1%)
  

15 (6.5%) 1 (0.4%) 

Coordination of Care 159 (69.1%) 28 (12.2%) 13 (5.7%) 30 (13.0%) 
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Health System 
Impediments  

178 (77.4%) 45 (19.6%) 6 (2.6%) 1 (0.4%) 

*Anchor Point: “0” – No vulnerability; “1” – Mild Vulnerability; “2” – Moderate Vulnerability and “3” 
Severe Vulnerability 
Descriptive Statistics - Absolute and Relative Frequency 
** Values in bold represent the highest percentage within the Clinical Anchor Points 

 

Validity 

Regarding concurrent validity, Spearman's correlation coefficients, between INTERMED 

and HADS, MOS-SS, CCI, and WHOQOL-BREF scores, ranged from 0.44 to 0.65, 

suggesting moderate concordance (51) (Table 3).  

Table 3 – Spearman's correlation coefficients between INTERMED and other tools. 
 Biological Psychological Social Health 

System 
INTERMED 

total 
HADS:       
    Total 0.30 0.59 0.40 0. 26 0.55 
    Anxiety 0.33 0.57 0.37 0.22 0.54 
    Depression 0.20 0.50 0.36 0.26 0.46 

MOS - SSS -0.16 -0.35 -0.44 -0.17 -0.38 

CCI 0.47 0.13 0.11 0.08 0.30 
WHOQOL-BREF:          
    Total      -0.37 -0.52 -0.36 -0.37 -0.57 
    Biological -0.61 -0.53 -0.33 -0.29 -0.65 
    Psychological -0.25 -0.49 -0.36 -0.19 -0.44 
    Social -0.24 -0.41 -0.37 -0.21 -0.42 
*Question 24 -0.43 -0.15 -0.06 -0.38 -0.20 

HADS = Hospital Anxiety and Depression Scale; MOS-SSS = Medical Outcomes Study – Social Support 
Survey; CCI = Charlson Comorbidity Index; WHOQOL-BREF = World Health Organization Quality of Life 
– Bref. 
*Question 24 - "How satisfied are you with your access to health services?” 

 

Cronbach's Alpha was 0.802, a good internal consistency’s value (52). After deleting each of 

the 20 items from INTERMED, the Cronbach's Alpha values found were located between 

0.781 and 0.810. Three items showed no decrease in the original Cronbach’s Alpha value 

when deleted: “Treatment Experience” and “Resistance to Treatment” (deletion of each one 

increased Cronbach’s Alpha to 0.806); and "Job and Leisure Problems" (0.810).  
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Pearson coefficients (X2) for health services use and the sum of INTERMED’s “current state” 

items are presented in Table 4. The sum of the scores of all INTERMED’s” current state” 

items showed a significant association with both the use, in the last six months, of PHC, other 

health services, and medications (p < 0.005). 

Table 4 - Association between the Current State INTERMED context and the use of the health service 
                               Temporal Context                                     Current State Domain 
Health Service 
Use* 

Current State total*** Biological Psychological 
 

Social Health System 

**Other health 
services 
 

X2 = 28.270,  
p = 0.013 

X2 = 10.759, 
p = 0.056 

X2 = 3.067,  
p = 0.690
  

X2 = 5.120,  
p = 0.275
  

X2 = 8.707,  
p = 0.121
  

PHC X2 = 26.812,  
p = 0.020 

X2 = 17.777, 
p = 0.003 

X2 = 2.635,  
p = 0.756
  

X2 = 4.930,  
p = 0.295
  

X2 = 6.176,  
p = 0.289
  

Use of 
medication 

X2 = 26.883,  
p = 0.020  

X2 = 21.521, 
p = 0.001
  

X2 = 9.125,  
p = 0.104
  

X2 = 15.286,  
p = 0.004
  

X2 = 12.860,  
p = 0.025
  

*Health Service Use - the absolute number of appointments that the patient used, and the amount of 
medication used 
** Others health services – number of hospitalizations, visits of emergency room, appointments with 
specialists and clinics (physical and mental) 
*** Current State total - sum of the results of the eight variables of the current state context 
Descriptive Statistics – Pearson X2, p-value threshold (P < 0.005) for a statistical significance 
 

Feasibility 

Regarding acceptability, all participants understood the questions and answers and were 

satisfied with the application length; and concerning objective application length, mean was 

8.51 minutes, median 7 minutes, and up 14 and 18.15 minutes for 90% and 95% of the 

patients, respectively. Regarding the applicability, concerning the relevance of information 

from INTERMED’s domains to help in healthcare, the numbers of patients who found them 

relevant were very high across all domains (biological (n=230, 100%); psychological (n=227, 

98.7%); health system (n=221, 96.1%); and social (n= 215, 93.5%)). As for  applicability, 

the health records review (Table 5) showed that the INTERMED’s domains "social" and 

"health system" were the least likely to have complete data in the health records, particularly 

items "Experience of treatment" and "Social support". In contrast, the biological domain had 
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the most complete information across all its variables. It was not possible to calculate the 

total score of INTERMED from health records for any participant, due to a lack of required 

information. These data showed that INTERMED had clinical relevance regarding obtaining 

(and presenting in a practical way) data that were not available through the health records 

already existing in PHC. 

Table 5 – Completeness of INTERMED’s Domains in the Health Records 

Domain INTERMED variables* 
Availability in health records  

(Frequency, %) 

Biological 
 

 
Chronicity 

 
211 (88.7%) 

Diagnosis dilemma 202 (84.9%) 

Diagnostic challenge 194 (81.5%) 

Complications and Life Threat 
 

136 (57.1%) 

Symptom Severity 122 (51.3%) 

 
Psychological 

 

Resistance to Treatment 153 (64.3%) 

Restriction in Coping 84 (35.3%) 

Psychiatric Symptoms 81 (34.0%) 

Mental Health Threat 80 (33.6%) 

Psychiatric Dysfunction 39 (16.4%) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Social 
 

Job and Leisure Problems 48 (20.2%) 

Social Dysfunction 42 (17.6%) 

Residential Instability 19 (8.0%) 

Social Vulnerability 
 

16 (6.7%) 

Poor Social Support 10 (4.2%) 

Health System 

Organization of Care 180 (75.6%) 

Coordination of Care 78 (32.8%) 
 

Health System Impediments 51 (21.4%) 
 

Access to Care 25 (10.5%) 

Treatment Experience 3 (1.3%) 

* Order of frequency of availability 
Descriptive Statisticsl - Absolute and Relative Frequency 
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Discussion  

We explored validity and feasibility of the INTERMED adult interview tool applied in PHC’s 

attendees in Brazil, using an adequate sample size, multiple performance metrics, and 

patients' opinions. To our knowledge, this is the second in general, and a first such a 

comprehensive evaluation of INTERMED in a PHC population. 

We found moderate Spearman's correlations (51) with other instruments related to the four 

INTERMED domains, as in research from tertiary services (ranging from 0.55 to 0.74) (15). 

This can be linked to the fact that the goal of INTERMED is to enable a wider detection and 

description of individual health care needs; and not to collect specific diagnostic data. The 

relationship of these health care needs to specific diagnostic data can be detailed as its results 

are used to assist in construction and monitoring of personalized health care plans (14). 

A good Cronbach’s alpha value (52) of 0.802 was found, akin to those from tertiary 

populations (ranging from 0.8 and 0.89) (15,53); meaning that INTERMED presents an 

adequate  internal consistency also in that PHC setting (49,52). The significant association 

between INTERMED's "current status" scores and patients' use of PHC, other health services 

and medications demonstrates that it correlates with clinically significant variables for care 

planning and monitoring in PHC (9,10,54). Previous studies, assessing patients’ health 

complexity by INTERMED, have demonstrated a positive association between its scores and 

increased risk of hospitalization and health care costs (19,26). 

Regarding feasibility, patients felt the tool captured relevant information about their health 

care needs, which, otherwise were rarely described in their health records, except for those 

related to the biological domain. This last finding is a widely reported  problem and a target 

for improvement efforts (55,56). Previous research suggests that health records with 
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systematized comprehensive (biopsychosocial) data allows greater integration of care  

through better communication between patients, professionals and health services (57,58); 

and facilitate delivery of evidence-informed personalized health care plans (59). Our findings 

does not mean that health care providers (HCPs) of the studied sample do not attend to the 

complex psychosocial circumstances of their patients, but rather that INTERMED could help 

to prompt PHC teams to assess all relevant aspects and make the process of capturing and 

sharing these data more effectively to assist in the development of personalized health care 

plans, informed by the individual profiles generated by the Clinical Anchor Points of each 

INTERMED variable (19). The maximum 14 minutes needed to complete the interview for 

90% of the patients, is shorter than the recommended duration of a single outpatient 

appointment in Brazil (60).. The median of the length time – 7 minutes – is compatible with 

the average appointment duration practiced by PHC physicians in 39 countries (61). Together 

with all patients feeling satisfied with the application time, these findings suggest that 

INTERMED, as a practical personalized assessment tool, presents an opportunity to 

overcome the challenge of assessing complexity routinely during PHC appointments (3,62–

69). 

This study has a few important implications. With nearly half of the sample being 

multimorbid, yet overall 18.3% found to be “complex”, when adopting a personalized-

biopsychosocial lens, this study supports the notion that in practical terms defining PHC 

patient complexity as morbidity alone is inadequate(4–6,69). Instead, we support an 

increasingly recommended PHC person-centered planning including biopsychosocial 

(comprehensive) health risk assessment(1,8,55,56,62–68), which can facilitate an better 

integration of care and a decrease in the cost of the health network(10,70). INTERMED could 

enable this approach once its predictive validity and feasibility from PHC teams’ perspective 
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is confirmed. In fact, RCTs and implementation efforts to successfully deliver such a care 

planning in PHC have recently been conducted(71–73) or are under development(74), 

including one RCT that used the INTERMED tool (35) 

Further investigations are also needed to establish how, integrated on centralized electronic 

health records (EHS) (75) and telemedicine (76,77), INTERMED could become a component 

of a computerized health decision support tool, profile-guided and action‐oriented, to deliver 

personalized care planning in health services networks (78,79). In this way, INTERMED 

could to help direct health system networks towards the much-needed biopsychosocial, 

people-centered and integrated care, including in Brazil and other low-and-middle income 

countries (80–84).  

Study Limitations 

While we utilized the cutoff point used in all previous studies, it would be important to 

research cutoff points with specific clinical significance for PHC. Correlating the 

categorization based on the INTERMED score with the clinical assessment of the PHC teams 

and applying clustering methods capable of handling many variables in larger PHC samples 

are two ways that are worth to verify. 

Conclusions 

The data suggest that INTERMED has adequate psychometric properties to help PHC teams 

to assess the biopsychosocial complexity of health needs. INTERMED could assist PHC 

professionals and teams in defining patient group profiles and in the development of 

healthcare plans. The results indicate the need for further studies to assess the INTERMED’s 

potentialities to help the delivery of comprehensive, integrated, and person-centered care. 
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