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Dear Sir:

A recent review of the paper AA/2015/27256 titled “MAGIC observations of
the February 2014 flare on 1ES 10114496 and ensuing constraint of the EBL
density” by members of the MAGIC Collaboration revealed an error in the val-
ues of some parameters given in the Section 3 of the paper, where we report the
fits of different functions to the observed spectrum of 1ES 1011+496 measured
by the MAGIC telescopes.

In the paper we report “The estimated intrinsic spectrum [...] can be fitted with
a simple power-law function (PWL) with probability 0.35 (y?/d.o.f.= 13.2/12)
and photon index I' = 2.0 + 0.1 and normalization factor at 250 GeV fy =
(5.440.1) x 107 cm =257 1TeV~1”. A few lines below we also report “For the
SBPWL (smoothly-broken power-law), the normalization factor at Fq = 250
GeVis fo = (4.240.2)x 107 em 2571 TeV 1, the first index is I'; = 0.3540.01,
the second index I'y = 1.7 £ 0.1, the energy break Ej, = 298 + 21 GeV and the
parameter g = 12.6 + 1.5 [...] The photon index for the LP (log-parabola) is
I' =2.840.1, curvature index 8 = 1.0+0.1 and normalization factor at Ey = 250
GeV fo = (3.6 £0.1) x 107 ecm™2s7!TeV~17. In the cases of the fits to the
PWL and LP functions, the normalisations are wrong and in the case of the
fit to a SBPWL function, the normalisation and the indexes are wrong. This
error was originated in a confusion of using functions intended to find the correct
parameters for the differential energy spectrum but using data from the spectral
energy distribution. Despite the quoted parameter values do not correspond to
the differential energy spectrum, the fits were correct, and in particular the
fit probabilities were not affected. Since the paper focuses in constraining the
EBL density, the parameters describing the intrinsic gamma-ray spectrum are
just nuisance parameters, and therefore the results and conclusions of the paper
remain unchanged. The codes used for the results shown in the section 3 are not
the same used for the constraining of the EBL density. After a thorough review
of the paper we are certain that this error does not affect the results presented
in the sections 4, 5, 6 and 7, neither affects what is shown in all the Figures.

The correct values for the fitted functions are:

- the estimated intrinsic spectrum fitted with a PWL has photon index I' =



2.03 £ 0.03 and normalization factor at 250 GeV fo = (8.70 £ 0.17) x 10719
cem?s71TeV—!

- the observed spectrum fitted with a SBPWL has normalization factor at Ey =
250 GeV is fo = (6.23 £0.28) x 10719 cm =257 !TeV !, the first index is I'; =
2.35 +0.08, the second index I's = 3.69 4+ 0.09, the energy break Ej; = 298 4+ 21
GeV and the parameter g = 12.6. The uncertainty quoted for g in the paper
(1.5) had a typo; it should had been 15. The g parameter is actually poorly
constrained by the data its uncertainty range includes 0, a value for which the
functions is ill-defined, so we prefer now to fix it at the value we quoted (12.6)
and provide the best-fit values for the rest of the parameters.

- the observed spectrum fitted with a LP has photon index I' = 2.84 4+ 0.03,
curvature index 8 = 1.00 4+ 0.05 and normalization factor at Ey = 250 GeV
fo=(5.7540.16) x 10719 cm ™25 !TeV~!
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