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Supplementary Materials

S1  Ice thickness results derived from model inversion
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Figure S1: Glacier thickness inverted by the Gantayat, Millan, and ITMSL models.
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Figure S3: Glacier thickness inverted by Millan (unit: m).
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Figure S4: Glacier thickness inverted by ITMSL (unit: m).
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S3:  Bed topography
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Figure S5: Subglacial topography simulated by the ITMSL model (unit: m).



S4:  Basal sliding
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Figure S6: Basal sliding simulated by the ITMSL model (unit: m yr'!).




S5:  Ratio of basal sliding to surface velocity
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Figure S7: Ratio of basal sliding to surface velocity simulated by the ITMSL model.

S6:  Ratio of basal sliding to surface velocity

Table S1: RMSE of ice thickness estimates for five cross-sections of the CTSG glacier.

Root Mean Square Error

ITMSL Gantayat et al., 2014 Millan et al., 2022

CSl1 36.63 40.50 98.20

CS2 42.54 51.69 29.35
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