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Figure S1. ERT settings.
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Figure S2. Temperature profiles B-B’ in the side tunnel. The location of the transect is visible in Fig. 1b.
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Figure S3. Comparison of tunnel temperatures with those from the LfU borehole under the summit station. a) Location of the tunnel loggers.

Please note that the numbering starts from the north wall (Xnorth = 0m). b)-c) Location of the LfU borehole (modified from Gallemann

et al. (2017)). Please note that here the numbering starts from the south wall (Xnorth = 43.7m). d)-f) Comparison of the TUM RST logger

and the LfU-43m logger. e)-g)-h) Comparison of TUM ST-5/ST-10 logger and LfU-41m/39m logger.
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Figure S4. Comparison of tunnel temperatures with those from the LfU borehole under the summit station, second part. a)-b) Comparison of

ST-10 TUM-logger and LfU-9/41m logger. c) Comparison of TUM ST-15 logger and multiple LfU loggers. d) Comparison of TUM ST-20

logger and multiple LfU loggers.
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Figure S5. Mapping of surface ice in the tunnel. Upper graph: Surface coverage of the tunnel. Lower graph: Percentage of the ground covered

by ice.
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Figure S6. Comparison of temperatures and their closest apparent resistivities.
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Figure S7. Field calibration. a) Apparent resistivity measured at the closest point to the respective ST-Logger. b-e) Correlation between

ST-loggers and apparent resistivity. Only measurements from 2019 are included in the interpolation, as new temperature loggers have higher

resolution. In red: resulting interpolation line with respective equation and R2 value. In green, line after the calibration of Krautblatter et al.

(2010).
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Figure S8. Other Error models. Upper Figure: Normal vs reciprocal measurements. Middle Figure: Error modeling according to Koestel

et al. (2008). Lower Figure: Error modeling after Lesparre et al. (2017).

S9



Figure S9. Inversion statistics: RMS and number of iterations. a) Comparison of the old in brown and the new error model in green. the

b) Variation of RMS and iterations number of iterations for all the measurements, computed with the new error model.
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Figure S10. Upper image: External view of the area outside the tunnel. The letters represent the features shown in Figure 9a. Lower images:

Internal view of the side tunnel (left) at Logger ST-15 and main tunnel (right) in the temporary frozen area (b).
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