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FIG. S34: Distributions of p!T for W boson decays to µν (left) and eν (right) final states in simulated (histogram)
and experimental (points) data. The simulated distribution is based on the true W -boson mass value that
maximizes the likelihood in data and includes backgrounds (shaded). The likelihood is computed using events
between the two arrows.
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FIG. S35: Distributions of pνT for W boson decays to µν (left) and eν (right) final states in simulated (histogram)
and experimental (points) data. The simulated distribution is based on the true W -boson mass value that
maximizes the likelihood in data and includes backgrounds (shaded). The likelihood is computed using events
between the two arrows.

inputs, χ2/dof and the probability of obtaining a χ2/dof at least as large, are summarized in Table S9.

B. Consistency checks

We compare the electron and muon p!T fit results obtained from subsamples of the data chosen to enhance possible
residual instrumental effects (Table S10). The uncertainty on the difference between the W+ → µ+ν and W− → µ−ν
fits includes the uncertainty due to the COT alignment (the uncertainty in the intercept of the linear fit in Fig. S6),
which contributes to this mass splitting. The mass fit differences for the electron channel are shown with and without
applying an E/p-based calibration from the corresponding subsample. The stability of the momentum and energy
scales is verified by performing Z-boson mass fits in subsamples separated in chronological time (indicated by run
number in Table S10).

We additionally test the stability of the mass fits as the fit ranges are varied. The variations of the fitted mass values
relative to the nominal results are consistent with expected statistical fluctuations, as shown in Figs. S39-S41 [107].


