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	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	Triple-negative breast cancer (TNBC) remains one of the most clinically challenging breast cancer subtypes because it lacks hormonal and HER2 therapeutic targets and has a high recurrence rate after standard treatment. This manuscript investigates an important and clinically relevant question — whether low-dose maintenance capecitabine after completion of standard therapy can improve survival outcomes. The topic is significant because maintenance therapy in TNBC is still controversial despite several randomized trials and meta-analyses. The study adds real-world evidence from a retrospective cohort and provides subgroup data suggesting benefit in early nodal disease and pathological complete response patients. Therefore, the manuscript has potential value for oncologists, especially in resource-limited settings where immunotherapy may not be accessible.
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“this rises the idea”

“ended standard treatment”
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