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Establishing a mass-loss rate relation for red supergiants in the Large Magellanic Cloud (Corrigendum)
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Erratum for: A&A, 686, A88 (2024), https://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/202449383
We found a typographical mistake in Tables 3 and 4 of our original paper where we presented the coefficients of our mass-loss rate relation. More specifically, the values of c2 and c3 for log(L/L⊙)≳4.4 were the ones for steady-state winds and the MRN grain size distribution in the range of [0.01, 1] μm instead of [0.1, 1], which is presented in our main results.
1. Results
Tables 1 and 2 are the corrected versions of Tables 3 and 4, respectively, appearing in our paper but replaced with the corrected values for c2 and c3 at log(L/L⊙)≳4.4 for our relation:
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Table 1. 
Best-fit parameters of Eq. (1).

Table 2. 
Mass-loss rate prescriptions from different works.

2. Conclusion
The figures and conclusions of our work remain the same, since the mistake was just a typo.
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      Table 1. 

      Best-fit parameters of Eq. (1).

      
        


	log L/L⊙
	c1
	c2
	c3





	< 4.4
	0.26 ± 0.2
	−14.19 ± 4.48
	−9.17 ± 0.86



	≳4.4
	2.5 ± 0.12
	−33.7 ± 2.29
	−19.1 ± 0.57





      

    

  
    
      Table 2. 

      Mass-loss rate prescriptions from different works.

      
        


	Ṁ relation (M⊙ yr−1)
	DUSTY mode
	Reference
	Sample
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	–
	de Jager et al. (1988)
	Milky Way
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	RDW Analytic
	van Loon et al. (2005)
	LMC
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	RDW
	Goldman et al. (2017)
	LMC



	Analytic solution (see reference)
	–
	Kee et al. (2021)
	–



	log Ṁ = −21.5 − 0.15 Mini+.36 log L
	Steady-state, r−2
	Beasor et al. (2023)
	Galactic clusters



	log Ṁ = 0.45(log L)3 − 5.26(log L)2 + 20.93 log L −34.56
	RDW
	Yang et al. (2023)
	SMC
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	Steady-state, r−2
	This work
	LMC
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