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Abstract. A general framework for the description of classic wave
propagation is introduced. This relies on a cone structure C determined
by an intrinsic space Σ of velocities of propagation (point, direction
and time-dependent) and an observers’ vector field ∂/∂t whose integral
curves provide both a Zermelo problem for the wave and an auxiliary
Lorentz-Finsler metric G compatible with C. The PDE for the wave-
front is reduced to the ODE for the t-parametrized cone geodesics of
C. Particular cases include time-independence (∂/∂t is Killing for G),
infinitesimally ellipsoidal propagation (G can be replaced by a Lorentz
metric) or the case of a medium which moves with respect to ∂/∂t faster
than the wave (the “strong wind” case of a sound wave), where a conic
time-dependent Finsler metric emerges. The specific case of wildfire
propagation is revisited.

Keywords: Huygens’ principle, Zermelo’s navigation problem, wavefront,
anisotropic medium, rheonomic Lagrangian, Lorentz-Finsler metrics and
spacetimes, wildfire propagation, Analogue Gravity.

Contents

1. Introduction 2
2. Preliminaries on Lorentz-Finsler cones 5
2.1. Cone structures and causality 5
2.2. Lorentz-Finsler metrics and Finsler spacetimes 6
2.3. Cone triples 8
3. General setting and Huygens’ principle 9
3.1. Basics of the model 9
3.2. Cone structure 10
3.3. Wavefronts 11
3.4. The case of wildfires 12
4. Computation of the wavefront 13
4.1. Wavemap and minimization of the propagation time 13
4.2. Cone geodesics and spatial trajectories of the wave 19
4.3. Trajectories for wildfires and PDE’s 21
5. Ellipsoids and quadratic simplification 24
5.1. Trajectories using a classical Lorentz metric 24
5.2. Richards’ equations for wildfires 26
6. The case of strong wind 28
6.1. Wind Finslerian setting 28
6.2. Description of C and associated Zermelo’s problem 29
6.3. Active firefront of a wildfire 30
Acknowledgments 33
References 33

1

ar
X

iv
:2

01
0.

11
99

0v
3 

 [
m

at
h.

D
G

] 
 2

4 
M

ay
 2

02
1



2 M. A. JAVALOYES, E. PENDÁS-RECONDO, AND M. SÁNCHEZ

1. Introduction

Cone structures appear in different parts of Mathematics and they are the
basis of Causality in standard Relativity as well as in recent extensions such
as Finsler spacetimes (see [25, 29, 32] and references therein). As pointed
out by some authors [5, 12, 15, 17, 35], the viewpoint of spacetimes can
be used in non-relativistic settings to describe the propagation of certain
physical phenomena that propagate through a medium at finite speed, e.g.,
wildfires or sound waves, and the framework can be extended to other phe-
nomena such as seismic waves [3, 7, 33], water waves, etc. Indeed, this
applies in some situations related to the classical Fermat’s principle such
as Zermelo’s navigation problem, which seeks the fastest trajectory between
two prescribed points for a moving object with respect to a medium, which
may also move with respect to the observer (see the recent detailed study
in [9, 25]). Here, we will focus on Huygens’ (or, more properly, Huygens-
Fresnel) principle, which states that every point on a wavefront at some
instant is itself the source of secondary wavelets which determine the wave-
front at later instants. Focusing on the wavefront, the cone structures allow
one to consider the most general situation where the velocity of propagation
is anisotropic (i.e., direction-dependent and thus, non-spherical) and rheo-
nomic (i.e., time-dependent). With minor modifications, the propagation of
the wavefront of a wildfire (affected by the anisotropies of the ground and
a possibly time-dependent wind) becomes an outstanding example. This
case was developed in the pioneering work by Markvorsen [30], who showed
the importance of Finslerian geometry for the modeling of wildfires [30]
(simplifying the previous approach by Richards [37], see also [19, 39]) and
introduced rheonomic Lagrangians which could be applied to this setting
[31]. Further works on Huygens’ include Palmer [35], where anisotropic
wavefronts in a space endowed with a Minkowski norm are studied, and
Dehkordi & Saa, [12], where the time-independent Huygens’ principle is
studied in the context of Analogue Gravity (a research programme which
investigates analogues of relativistic features within other physical systems
[5]), following the line of Zermelo’s problem and wildfire spreading in [30].

Here, we will go beyond in the geometric interpretations and will gener-
alize the setting by showing:

(1) The abstract theory of cone structures establishes a general geomet-
ric framework to model waves, §3. Indeed, the wave propagation
velocity Σ at each point, direction and instant of time provides the
cone structure C on a manifold M = R×N with a natural time co-
ordinate t : M → R. Then, starting from the initial source S0 (say,
a compact submanifold), its causal future J+(S0) for C provides the
region that will be affected by the wave. Moreover, the wavefront at
each instant t0 is given by the boundary ∂J+(S0) intersected with
the slice {t = t0}. In the case of wildfires, S0 becomes the boundary
of the initial burned area B0 and the wave propagation towards the
interior of B0 is neglected (see Fig. 3).

(2) The triple (Ω = dt, ∂/∂t,Σ) on M not only characterizes C but also
provides the spacetime trajectories to be reached by the wavefront
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(namely, the integral curves of the observers’ vector field T = ∂/∂t),
thus, providing a link with Zermelo’s problem, §4.1.

(3) The wavefronts are characterized by the geodesics of the cone struc-
ture C, §4.2, which are governed by an ODE system rather than a
PDE one, §4.3. Such cone geodesics γ̂ of M (parametrized by t ∈ R)
represent the spacetime wave trajectories that arrive first at the in-
tegral curves of ∂/∂t. So, their projections γ on N represent the
fastest wave propagation trajectories through the space N . Cone
geodesics can always be interpreted as the lightlike geodesics (up
to a suitable reparametrization) of a Lorentz-Finsler metric G which
can be canonically chosen from (dt, ∂/∂t,Σ). Thus, a neat geometric
interpretation of the evolution of the wavefront is obtained.

(4) The intrinsic/extrinsic character (with respect to the propagation
of the wave) of the introduced elements yields relevant geometric
consequences. As the wave propagation itself is not relativistic, the
time t is regarded as an absolute coordinate and both, the cone
structure C and the space of velocities Σ can be regarded as intrinsic
objects in M . However, the observers’ vector field T = ∂/∂t is
extrinsic to the wave, and different choices will provide different
splittings M = R×N and Zermelo’s problems. In particular,1

• An intrinsic property that C might satisfy is to be compatible
with a classsical (non-Finslerian) Lorentz metric g. Noticeably,
this is the case studied by Richards [37] and Markvorsen [30],
the latter introducing a Finsler metric F . However, such an F
can be skipped, since an alternative description of the problem
(including the ODE’s for cone geodesics) follows in terms of g,
§5.
• The observers’ vector field T = ∂/∂t will be used to determine

a canonic Lorentz-Finsler metric G but, depending on the prob-
lem, more than one choice of T might be interesting. This may
be especially relevant when the speed of the wave with respect
to the medium is smaller than the speed of the medium with
respect to the observers (“strong wind” case). Cone geodesics
depend only on C but a choice of observers T 0 comoving with
the medium might be convenient. In such case, the arrival time
of the wave with respect to the observers of T and T 0 differs.
We will focus extensively on the (“mild wind”) case when T is
a C-timelike vector field, so that one can write G = dt2 − F 2,
being F a (time-dependent) Finsler metric, but this restriction
will also be removed, §6.

The paper is structured as follows. In §2, the necessary background on
cone structures and Lorentz-Finsler metrics is introduced, following mainly
[25]. In §3, the wave propagation on M = R ×N is modelled heuristically
along the first three subsections. Focusing on the mild wave case, we start

1It is worth pointing out that the following two items apply to the interpretation of
Kerr spacetime and other black holes metrics in Analogue Gravity [16, 18]. Here T = ∂/∂t
is a Killing vector field which becomes timelike far from the black hole but spacelike in its
ergosphere and inside the event horizon.
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with ∂/∂t and Σ and arrive at a cone triple (dt, ∂/∂t, F ) with the corre-
sponding Lorentz-Finsler metric G (the setup and choices are summarized
in Conv. 3.3). The time-independent case corresponds to identifying F with
a Finsler metric on N and ∂/∂t being a (timelike) Killing vector field, so that
(M,G) is a stationary Finsler spacetime (see [25, §4.2]). The paradigmatic
case of wildfires is detailed in §3.4.

In §4, the wavefront is computed. First, the wavemap is introduced in
the spacetime and the wavefront at each time is interpreted there, §4.1. The
spacetime trajectories of the wave are characterized as lightlike pregeodesics
of G, which represent the locally fastest trajectories from S0, i.e., the first-
arriving ones until the null cut points from S0. The key Thm. 4.8 shows
that the corresponding null cut function is positively lower bounded on S0.
As S0 has arbitrary codimension, the main difficulty comes from the fact
that the space of orthogonal vectors to the submanifold at every point is
not linear, but a conic submanifold with a singularity in the origin (see
also the discussion below Cor. 4.6 for other subtleties on the cut function).
This problem is solved in Lem. 4.7 by introducing a suitable family of
hypersurfaces Sw which contain S for every orthogonal vector w close to
a prescribed one v. The proof that orthogonal geodesics solve Zermelo’s
problem to Sw (and then to S) is now approachable, since the space of
orthogonal vectors to Sw consists of two linear vector bundles, where one can
define a smooth exponential map. Observe that the proof combines causal
and Finsler tools, being both necessary. Rem. 4.9 summarizes this part. In
§4.2 we find the equation of the spatial trajectories by obtaining first the
equation of the G-geodesics and modifying this equation so that the suitable
reparametrization is achieved. So, an ODE solution for the computation of
the wavefront is achieved, Thm. 4.11. In §4.3, the results are particularized
to the case of wildfire propagation. Taking into account our ODE solution,
a PDE one is also obtained from the spacetime viewpoint (Thm. 4.14). This
allows us to revisit the PDE solution obtained by Markvorsen [30, 31] from
a more classical Lagrangian viewpoint.

In §5 we consider the case when the space Σp of velocities at each p is
an ellipsoid. According to [30, 37], this is an experimental fact for wildfires;
anyway, it can be regarded as a first approximation to anisotropies. If
the ellipsoid is centered at the origin then F becomes a (time-dependent)
Riemannian metric h but, otherwise, such centers determine a vector field
W and, then, a Finsler metric of Randers type with Zermelo data (h,W ),
as studied in [30]. Here, we observe that this ellipsoidal case is also the
case when C is the cone structure of a Lorentzian metric g. Then, this
metric and the corresponding ODE for cone geodesics are written explicitly
in Prop. 5.1 and Thm. 5.3, resp., providing a non-Finslerian alternative to
[30]. Moreover, the latter theorem yields an extension to the time-dependent
case of the correspondence between relativistic stationary spacetimes and
Randers spaces in [8] (compare also with [16]).

In §6, the case of strong wind is considered. Now, Σ and T = ∂/∂t yield
a (time-dependent) wind Finslerian structure, §6.1. This is a geometric
notion introduced in [9] with independent interest (see, e.g., [24]). In §6.2
we explain how C and the region affected by the wave can be described as
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before just replacing T by a comoving vector field. However, as emphasized
in Rem. 6.1 the trajectories of the wave are naturally described in terms
of the conic Finsler metric associated with the wind Finslerian structure.
Finally, an application to the active part of a wildfire is also given, §6.3.

Summing up, the spacetime viewpoint we adopt throughout this work
enables us to settle a unified geometric framework for wave propagation
in general situations (time and direction-dependent propagation, arbitrary
wind, and space and source of arbitrary dimensions). As a consequence, we
have been able to deal with new issues such as the null cut properties of the
wave trajectories, §4.1, or the strong wind case, §6.

2. Preliminaries on Lorentz-Finsler cones

In order to make this work as self-contained as possible, we summarize
in this section the main definitions and results we will use regarding cone
structures and Lorentz-Finsler metrics, following [25].

Throughout this section, V and M will denote a real vector space and a
smooth (namely, C∞) manifold, resp., of dimension m = n + 1 ≥ 3, being
TM the tangent bundle of M .

2.1. Cone structures and causality. We start by introducing the defini-
tion of cones at the level of vector spaces. This notion, when transplanted
to manifolds, will generate what we will call a cone structure.

Definition 2.1. A smooth hypersurface C0 embedded in V \ {0} is a cone
if it satisfies the following properties:

(1) Conic: for all v ∈ C0, {λv : λ > 0} ⊂ C0.
(2) Salient: if v ∈ C0, then −v /∈ C0.
(3) Convex interior: C0 is the boundary in V \ {0} of an open subset

A0 ⊂ V \ {0} (the C0-interior) which is convex, in the sense that,
for any v, u ∈ A0, the segment {λv + (1 − λ)u : 0 ≤ λ ≤ 1} ⊂ V is
included entirely in A0.

(4) (Non-radial) strong convexity: the second fundamental form of C0 as
an affine hypersurface of V is positive semi-definite (with respect to
an inner direction pointing out to A0) and its radical at each point
v ∈ C0 is spanned by the radial direction {λv : λ > 0}.

Any cone can be constructed by taking a compact strongly convex hyper-
surface Σ0 of an affine hyperplane Π ⊂ V , with 0 6∈ Π, and taking all the
open half-lines through Σ0 starting at 0 [25, Lem. 2.5].

Definition 2.2. A cone structure C is an embedded hypersurface of TM
such that, for each p ∈M :

(1) C is transverse to the fibers of the tangent bundle, i.e., if v ∈ Cp :=
TpM ∩ C, then Tv(TpM) + T(p,v)C = T(p,v)(TM), and

(2) Cp is a cone in TpM .

We denote by Ap the Cp-interior, and A := ∪p∈MAp.
Notice that, even if C is smooth, the transversality condition (1) is neces-

sary to ensure that the fibers Cp vary smoothly with p ∈M .
A cone structure provides some classes of privileged vectors, which can

be used to define the usual notions about causality.
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Definition 2.3. Given a cone structure C in M , we say that a vector v ∈
TpM is

• timelike if v or −v belongs to Ap,
• lightlike if v or −v belongs to Cp,
• causal if it is timelike or lightlike, i.e., if v or −v belongs to Ap \{0},
• spacelike if it is not causal.

Also, a causal vector is future-directed if v ∈ Ap \ {0} and past-directed if

−v ∈ Ap \ {0}.
Analogously, we say that a piecewise smooth curve γ : I → M is future-

directed (resp. past-directed) timelike, lightlike or causal, when its tangent
vector γ′ (or both γ′(t+0 ) and γ′(t−0 ) at any break t0 ∈ I) is future-directed
(resp. past-directed) timelike, lightlike or causal.

Moreover, we say that two points p, q ∈ M are chronologically related,
denoted p � q, if there exists a future-directed timelike curve from p to q,
and causally related, denoted p ≤ q, if either p = q or there exists a future-
directed causal curve from p to q. This allows us to define the following
sets:

• chronological future: I+(p) := {q ∈M : p� q},
• chronological past: I−(p) := {q ∈M : q � p},
• causal future: J+(p) := {q ∈M : p ≤ q},
• cusal past: J−(p) := {q ∈M : q ≤ p},

and the horismotic relation: p→ q when q ∈ J+(p) \ I+(p).
Finally, a time function is a real function t : M → R which is strictly

increasing when composed with future-directed timelike curves. In addition,
if t is also smooth and no causal vector is tangent to the slices {t = constant},
then it is called a temporal function.

Remark 2.4. When we consider a classical Lorentzian metric g on M , its
lightlike vectors (those nonzero vectors v ∈ TM that verify g(v, v) = 0)
provide globally two cone structures, one future-directed and the other one
past-directed (see [25, Cor. 2.19]). Therefore, the notions defined above
trivially generalize those in the Causal Theory of classical spacetimes.

Cone structures also admit the notion of geodesic.

Definition 2.5. Let C be a cone structure. A continuous curve γ : I →M
is a cone geodesic if it is locally horismotic, i.e., for each t0 ∈ I and any
neighborhood V of γ(t0), there exists a smaller neighborhood U ⊂ V of
γ(s0) such that, if Iε := [t0− ε, t0 + ε]∩ I satisfies γ(Iε) ⊂ U for some ε > 0,
then

t1 < t2 ⇔ γ(t1)→U γ(t2), ∀t1, t2 ∈ Iε,
where →U is the horismotic relation for the natural restriction CU of the
cone structure to U .

2.2. Lorentz-Finsler metrics and Finsler spacetimes. All variants of
Minkowski norms are introduced at the level of vector spaces, from which
the notions of Lorentz-Finsler and Finsler metrics on a manifold appear.

Definition 2.6. A positive function L : A0 ⊂ V \ {0} → R+ is a (proper)
Lorentz-Minkowski norm if
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(1) A0 is a conic domain (i.e., A0 is open, non-empty, connected and if
v ∈ A0, then λv ∈ A0,∀λ > 0),

(2) L is smooth and positively two-homogeneous, i.e., L(λv) = λ2L(v)
for all v ∈ A0, λ > 0,

(3) for every v ∈ A0, the fundamental tensor gv, given by

gv(u,w) =
1

2

∂2

∂δ∂η
L(v + δu+ ηw)

∣∣∣∣
δ=η=0

, ∀u,w ∈ V, (1)

has index m− 1, and
(4) the topological boundary C0 of A0 in V \{0} is smooth and L can be

smoothly extended as zero to C0 with non-degenerate fundamental
tensor.

Definition 2.7. Let A ⊂ TM\0 be a conic domain (i.e., each Ap := A∩TpM
is a conic domain of TpM \{0} for all p ∈M) such that its closure in TM \0
is an embedded smooth manifold with boundary. Let C ⊂ TM \ 0 be its
boundary and L : A → R+ a smooth function which can be smoothly
extended as zero to C satisfying, for all p ∈M , that Lp := L|Ap is a (proper)
Lorentz-Minkowski norm. Then, L will be called a (proper) Lorentz-Finsler
metric on M , and (M,L) a Finsler spacetime. When necessary, L will be
assumed continuously extended to the zero section 0 ⊂ TM .

Each Lorentz-Finsler metric determines a unique cone structure. More
precisely [25, Cor. 3.7]:

Proposition 2.8. If L : A → R+ is a Lorentz-Finsler metric, then the
boundary C of A in TM \ 0 is a cone structure with cone domain A. C will
be called the cone structure of L.

As explained below (Prop. 2.18), each cone structure can be obtained
from such an L in a highly non-unique way.

Remark 2.9. Since a Lorentz-Finsler metric L is smooth on C with non-
degenerate fundamental tensor, L can be smoothly extended to an open
conic subset A∗ containing A \ {0} such that the fundamental tensor of L
has index m − 1 on A∗ and L < 0 in A∗ \ A. Clearly, such an A∗ can be
chosen as a conic domain.

The required two-homogeneity of Lorentz-Finsler metrics is due to the
lack of differentiability of one-homogeneous functions on lightlike vectors.
However, we now recover the notion of classical Finsler metrics, for which it
is more convenient to choose one-homogeneous functions.

Definition 2.10. A conic Minkowski norm (resp. Lorentzian norm) is a
smooth positive function F : A0 ⊂ V \ {0} → R+, being A0 a conic domain
and F positively one-homogeneous, satisfying that the fundamental tensor
gv in (1) for L = F 2 is positive definite (resp. has index m−1) for all v ∈ A0.
In addition, when A0 = V \ {0} we say that F is a Minkowski norm.

Definition 2.11. A conic Finsler metric (resp. Lorentzian Finsler metric)
on M is a smooth function F : A ⊂ TM \0→ R+, being A a conic domain,
such that Fp := F |Ap is a conic Minkowski norm (resp. Lorentzian norm)
for all p ∈ M . When A = TM \ 0 (so that Fp is a Minkowski norm for
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all p ∈ M), we say that F is a Finsler metric. When convenient, Finsler
metrics are assumed continuously extended to the zero section.

This definition is trivially extended to any vector bundle VM (in partic-
ular, to any subbundle of TM) in such a way that a (conic) Finsler metric
(resp. Lorentzian Finsler metric) on VM becomes a smooth distribution
of (conic) Minkowski norms (resp. Lorentzian norms) in each fiber of the
bundle.

Definition 2.12. Let L : A∗ → R be a Lorentz-Finsler metric on M with
fundamental tensor g. For any v ∈ A∗p, w ∈ TpM , we say that v is L-
orthogonal to w, denoted v ⊥L w, if

gv(v, w) =
1

2

d

dδ
L(v + δw)

∣∣∣∣
δ=0

= 0. (2)

Analogously, v ∈ Ap is F -orthogonal to w ∈ TpM for a (conic or Lorentzian)
Finsler metric F : A → R+, v ⊥F w, if (2) holds with L = F 2. Also, we
say that v ∈ A∗p (resp. v ∈ Ap) is L-orthogonal (resp. F -orthogonal) to a
submanifold S ⊂M , with p ∈ S, if v⊥Lw (resp. v⊥Fw) for all w ∈ TpS.

2.3. Cone triples. Cone structures can be univocally determined by a
triple that includes a Finsler metric, providing then a natural link between
both notions ([25, Lem. 2.15, Thm. 2.17]).

Lemma 2.13. Given a cone structure C, one can find on M :

(i) a timelike one-form Ω (i.e., Ω(v) > 0 for any future-directed causal
vector v),

(ii) an Ω-unit timelike vector field T (T is timelike and Ω(T ) = 1).

Remark 2.14. The one-form Ω is neither exact nor closed in general, but
locally it can be chosen exact, so that Ω = dt for some smooth function
t : U ⊂M → R (see [25, Rem. 2.16]). In this case, t is naturally a temporal
function for the restriction CU of the cone structure to U .

Any pair (Ω, T ) associated with C (in the sense of the previous lemma)
yields a natural splitting TM = Span(T ) ⊕ Ker(Ω) with the projection
πΩ : TM → Ker(Ω) determined by

v = Ω(v)Tp + πΩ(v), ∀v ∈ TpM,p ∈M. (3)

Theorem 2.15. Let C be a cone structure. For any choice of a timelike one-
form Ω and an Ω-unit timelike vector field T , there exists a unique Finsler
metric F on the vector bundle Ker(Ω) ⊂ TM such that, for any nonzero
v ∈ TpM , p ∈M ,

v ∈ C ⇔ v = F (πΩ(v))Tp + πΩ(v). (4)

Moreover, the indicatrix of F is Σ = πΩ(Ω−1(1) ∩ C).
Conversely, for any cone triple (Ω, T, F ) composed by a non-vanishing

one-form Ω, an Ω-unit vector field T and a Finsler metric F on Ker(Ω),
there exists a unique cone structure C satisfying (4), which will be said as-
sociated with the cone triple.

There is a particular Lorentz-Finsler metric associated with a given cone
structure that will be very useful along this work for its simplicity.
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Proposition 2.16. For any cone triple (Ω, T, F ) with associated cone struc-
ture C, the continuous function G : TM → R defined by G := Ω2 − F 2, i.e.,

G(τTp + v) = τ2 − F (v)2, ∀τ ∈ R, v ∈ Ker(Ωp), p ∈M,

is smooth on TM \ Span(T ). Moreover, whenever it is smooth, its funda-
mental tensor (computed as in (1)) is non-degenerate with index m− 1.

Remark 2.17. Although G is not properly a Lorentz-Finsler metric because
it fails to be smooth on Span(T ) (unless F is Riemannian), it can be shown
that for any neighborhood U of the section T (regarded as a submanifold of
TM) there exists a proper Lorentz-Finsler metric L defined on all TM such
that L = G in TM away from U (see [25, Thm. 5.6]). As a consequence, any
cone structure C is the cone structure of a (smooth) Lorentz-Finsler metric
defined on all TM .

Nonetheless, for the purposes of this work (in which we will only be in-
terested in lightlike curves), we only need the Lorentz-Finsler metric to be
smooth on a neighborhood of C, so we can always use G as the Lorentz-
Finsler metric associated with a given cone structure (see [10, 28] for other
works using G). Observe also that the relation between the fundamental
tensor of G, gG, and the fundamental tensor of F , gF , is

gGv (u,w) = Ω(u)Ω(w)− gFπΩ(v)(π
Ω(u), πΩ(w)), (5)

for all v ∈ TpM \ Span(Tp), u,w ∈ TpM , p ∈M .

The discussion above underlies the following converse to Prop. 2.8 (see
[25, Rem. 5.9]).

Proposition 2.18. Each cone structure C uniquely determines a (non-
empty) class of Lorentz-Finsler metrics.2

Moreover, all these Lorentz-Finsler metrics share the same lightlike pre-
geodesics,3 which coincide with those of C ([25, Thm. 6.6]):

Theorem 2.19. A curve γ : I →M is a cone geodesic for a cone structure
C if and only if γ is a lightlike pregeodesic for one (and then, for all) Lorentz-
Finsler metric L with cone structure C.

Observe that the focal points of these lightlike geodesics are also preserved
in the whole anisotropically conformal class [27] and these geodesics coincide
with those of [29].

3. General setting and Huygens’ principle

3.1. Basics of the model. Let us start with some notation for modeling
the propagation of an anisotropic wave. The space where the wave propa-
gates can be an arbitrary smooth manifold N̂ of dimension n ≥ 2. Never-
theless, global properties will be easy to deduce from the local ones, so for

2Two metrics L1, L2 sharing the same C are called anisotropically equivalent. In this
case, there is a smooth positive function µ : A \ 0 → R+ such that L2 = µL1 (see [25,
Thm. 3.11]).

3Geodesics are smooth autoparallel curves for the Chern connection of L. Recall that
L can be extended to some conic domain A∗ which includes A \ 0. The Chern connection
can be defined on all A∗ and it is uniquely determined on A.
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computations we can assume that there is a global chart φ and work with
N := φ(N̂) ⊂ Rn in natural coordinates x = (x1, . . . , xn). To include the
(non-relativistic) time t in the model, we define the spacetime M := R×N ,
being t : M → R the natural projection. Other useful natural projections
will be πM : TM →M , πN : TN → N and πN : M → N .

At each point p = (t, x) ∈M the wave propagates in all spatial directions,
although, in general, its velocity may vary from one direction to another.
Mathematically, we will assume that the propagation of the wave at each p ∈
M is given by a (strongly convex) oval Σp

4 on the vector space Ker(dtp) =
Tp({t} × N) ≡ TxN . This means that a vector v ∈ Ker(dtp) represents
the velocity of the wave in the spatial direction determined by v ∈ TxN at
the time t ∈ R if and only if v ∈ Σp. If the zero vector lies in the open
region enclosed by Σp, then Σp defines a Minkowski norm Fp on Ker(dtp),
being Σp its indicatrix (see [23, Thm. 2.14]). In this case, a hypersurface
Σ ⊂ Ker(dt) of such ovals Σp varying smoothly with p ∈ M (in the sense
that Σ is transverse to the fibers of Ker(dt), as in Def. 2.2) determines a
Finsler metric F on the vector bundle Ker(dt) ⊂ TM , whose unit vectors
represent the velocities of the wave on N . For the convenience of the reader,
we will restrict ourselves to this case. However, we will see in §6 that the
approach can be easily extended if the unit ball does not contain the zero
vector at some points.

Next, our aim will be to determine the propagation of the wave assuming
that Σ (and hence F ) is known.

3.2. Cone structure. The previous elements allow one to introduce the
cone triple (Ω := dt, T := ∂/∂t, F ) in M = R × N (so that Σ = (C ∩
dt−1(1)) − ∂

∂t) and, thus, the corresponding cone structure C and Lorentz-

Finsler metric G = dt2 − F 2, according to §2.3.

Notation 3.1. In general, a vector v̂ ∈ TpM = Span( ∂∂t |p) ⊕ Ker(dtp) will
be written in the form (recall (3))

v̂ = τ
∂

∂t

∣∣∣∣
p

+ v ≡ (τ, v), with v = πΩ(v̂) ∈ Ker(dtp)(≡ TxN).

Notice the last natural identification Ker(dtp) ≡ TxN , to be used when
convenient.

In a natural way, a particle will be represented by a curve γ̂ in the space-
time M parametrized by the time t. By construction, the particle moves at
the same speed as the wave (at each space point, instant and direction) if
and only if γ̂(t) = (t, γ(t)) is C-lightlike. Indeed, from (4), γ̂′(t) = (1, γ′(t))
is lightlike if and only if γ′(t) is F -unit, i.e., γ′(t) ∈ Σp (γ′(t) coincides with
the velocity of the wave through the space N).

As happens for any cone triple, no causal vector is tangent to the slices
{t = t0} := {t0} × N . This means that, for any future-directed timelike
curve γ̂, the composition t ◦ γ̂ is strictly increasing and t : M → R is a
temporal function. The intrinsic properties of C are independent of the
selected cone triple. Nevertheless, it is necessary to work specifically with

4This is, Σp is diffeomorphic to a sphere and its second fundamental form with respect
to one (and then all) transversal vector field is (positive or negative) definite.
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(dt, ∂/∂t, F ) here because it settles the time flow, the slices at constant
time, etc. Physically, the choice of this specific cone triple means that Σp

is the infinitesimal wavefront, i.e., the wavefront after one time unit for a
wave starting at the origin of the tangent space Ker(dtp), assuming that the
initial conditions at p remain constant.

3.3. Wavefronts. The wavefront at each instant of time will be given by the
generalized time-dependent version of Huygens’ envelope principle, which we
call anisotropic rheonomic Huygens’ principle: each point of the wavefront
front(t0) at time t = t0 becomes the source of a secondary wave, so that
the wavefront front(t1) at t = t1 is the envelope of these secondary waves of
lapse t1 − t0.

Since we have established that particles moving at the same speed as the
wave are lightlike curves, the spatial points that can be reached by a wave
starting at p0 = (t0, x0) ∈ M are the projections of those in the causal
future J+(p0), and thus the wavefront generated by a single point after a
lapse t1 − t0 consists of the outermost points reached by the wave at t = t1,
i.e., ∂J+(p0) ∩ {t = t1}. Therefore, Huygens’ principle implies

front(t1) = ∂
(
∪p∈front(t0)J

+(p)
)
∩{t = t1} = ∂J+(front(t0))∩{t = t1} (6)

and we will know how the wave expands over time by finding ∂J+(front(t0)).

Remark 3.2. Technically, we can only ensure that the wave reaches the
boundary when the spacetime M is causally simple.5 Otherwise, the wave
might not reach ∂J+(front(t0)) ∩ {t = t1} but only remain arbitrarily close
(anyway, it should be regarded as the wavefront front(t1) even in this case).
However, in the cases we are interested in, the spacetime will satisfy not
only causal continuity but also the stronger condition of global hyperbolicity,6

which implies many well-known global properties.
Indeed, in our models we can assume that N is the whole Rn and, more-

over, C is the cone structure determined by making F equal to the usual
Euclidean norm outside some compact subset C ⊂ Rn (i.e. C would be the
cone structure of a classical Lorentz-Minkowski spacetime on R× (Rn \C)).
For this spacetime, one can verify easily that all its slices {t = t0} be-
come Cauchy hypersurfaces (i.e. they are crossed by any inextendible causal
curve),7 which is a standard sufficient condition for global hyperbolicity. It
is worth pointing out that any cone structure is locally globally hyperbolic.

Convention 3.3. In what follows, we will work with the manifold M =
R×N endowed with the cone structure C determined by a cone triple (Ω =
dt, T = ∂/∂t, F ), where F is a Finsler metric on Ker(dt) (so, identifiable
with a t-dependent Finsler metric on N). Thus, C is also determined by
the Lorentz-Finsler metric G = dt2 − F 2 (whose lack of smoothness in the
direction ∂/∂t becomes irrelevant) with fundamental tensor gG = dt2 − gF
in (5).

5In our setup, this means that all J±(p) are closed (thus, equal to the closure I±(p)).
6In our setup, all J+(p) ∩ J−(q) compact, see [6, 34, 25] for background.
7More precisely, it is easy to check that if a causal curve γ̂(t) = (t, γ(t)), t ∈ I ⊂ R,

cannot be continuously extended to the endpoints of I, then I = R.



12 M. A. JAVALOYES, E. PENDÁS-RECONDO, AND M. SÁNCHEZ

Figure 1. The wildfire takes place on a surface N̂ ⊂ R3,
with the indicatrix dẑ(Σp) on its tangent plane giving the ve-
locity of the fire for each direction at the point p = (t, x, y) =
(t0, 0, 0) (implicitly, the third spatial coordinate is always as-
sumed to be z(x, y)).

For global properties, we will assume only that (M = R×N, C) is globally
hyperbolic with Cauchy hypersurfaces {t = t0} (which is not restrictive for
modeling). For convenience, we will assume N ⊂ Rn, which is restrictive
neither for local computations nor for modeling.

Causal curves γ̂ in M will be assumed t-parametrized and then written
γ̂(t) = (t, γ(t)), t ∈ I(⊂ R), thus future-directed.

3.4. The case of wildfires. When modeling wildfire spreadings, N plays
the role of a two-dimensional surface embedded in R3 through a graph ẑ:

ẑ : N ⊂ R2 → N̂ ⊂ R3, (x, y) 7→ ẑ(x, y) := (x, y, z(x, y)),

where we use the notation (x, y) := (x1, x2) and N̂ := ẑ(N) is the actual
surface in R3 over which the fire spreads (see Fig. 1).

At each point p = (t, x, y) ∈ M , the propagation of the fire is given by
the oval Σp on Ker(dtp). In practice, the choice of the oval at each point
will depend on the fuel conditions, the wind, the slope of the surface and
meteorological conditions such as the temperature, whether it is raining or
not, etc. In order to model a realistic wildfire, we must allow each parameter
to vary from point to point of the spacetime, i.e., they may vary in space
and also in time (except for the slope, which obviously remains the same

over time, inducing a Riemannian metric on N̂ and thus, on N). The oval
Σp should precisely model the infinitesimal firefront. Note that the vectors
given by Σ are velocities on N , i.e., they are the projection of the actual
velocities of the firefront on R3, which are given by dẑ(Σ). Since Σ and
dẑ(Σ) are equivalent (one uniquely determines the other), we can work only
with Σ (see Fig. 2).

If B0 = {0} × B is the initial burned area of the wildfire, represented
by a compact hypersurface of M included in {t = 0} with boundary (or
simply by a unique point), then S0 := ∂B0 is the initial firefront. Note that
∂J+(S0) provides two firefronts: the one that heads out from B0, and the
one that goes inwards. Since B0 is already a burned area, the wavefront of
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Figure 2. A smooth field of strongly convex ovals for mod-
eling the wildfire spread on the surface of Fig. 1. The oval
Σp at each point p = (t0, x, y) is the projection of the ac-

tual velocities on T(x,y,z)N̂ of the firefront at t = t0 (i.e., Σ
contains these velocities seen from an aerial view).

interest in this case is the one pointing outwards, i.e., ∂J+(B0), and we have

a formal model as in the case of wavefronts. Therefore, J+(B0) ∩ {t = t0}
represents the total burned area at the time t = t0 and ∂J+(B0)∩ {t = t0},
the firefront at t = t0 (see Fig. 3).

4. Computation of the wavefront

The initial wavefront will be assumed to be any compact8 embedded sub-
manifold S0 = {0} × S ⊂ M(= R × N), where S has codimension r in N ,
with 1 ≤ r ≤ n (for r = n, S0 is a finite number of points).

4.1. Wavemap and minimization of the propagation time. Let S⊥G
0

(resp. S⊥F
0 ) be the set of vectors in TM (resp. TN) which are G-orthogonal

(resp. F -orthogonal) to S0 (recall Def. 2.12). Note the following equiv-
alences between working with G and F : for any v̂ = (1, v) ∈ TpM \
Span( ∂∂t |p), ŵ = (0, w) ∈ TpM ,

v̂ is lightlike⇔ G(v̂) = 0⇔ F (v) = 1,
v̂⊥Gŵ ⇔ gGv̂ (v̂, ŵ) = 0⇔ gFv (v, w) = 0⇔ v⊥Fw

(7)

8Physically, compactness is not restrictive at all, since the wavefront must be bounded.
Anyway, one can also consider here precompact manifolds with trivial modifications. As
an application, this would allow us to study compact manifolds with boundary by focusing
only on their interior and, thus, avoiding the nuisance of the boundary.
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Figure 3. A simple representation of wildfire evolution.
The fire starts at t = 0 from the boundary S0 of the ini-
tial burned area B0. The causal future J+(p) at each point
p ∈ B0 shows the region in the spacetime that can be reached
by a point-ignited fire at p. The envelope of all these chrono-
logical futures, ∂(∪p∈B0J

+(p)) = ∂J+(B0), generates the
outermost burned points for each instant of time, so that
the intersection with {t = t0} is the firefront at t = t0. The
spatial trajectory of the fire γ from a point at ∂B0 is the
projection of the unique causal curve γ̂ from that point en-
tirely contained in ∂J+(B0); γ̂ becomes a cone geodesic and
minimizes the propagation time, at least for small t.

(recall (5) for the last one), so that

ν(S0) :={û = (1, u) ∈ TpM : p ∈ S0, G(û) = 0, û ∈ S⊥G
0 }

={û = (1, u) ∈ TpM : p ∈ S0, F (u) = 1, u ∈ S⊥F
0 }

(8)

is the normalized lightlike orthogonal bundle to S0.

Lemma 4.1. ν(S0) is a fiber bundle on S0 with fiber diffeomorphic to the
standard sphere Sr−1.

Proof. By the implicit function theorem, ν(S0) (regarded as the F -unit vec-

tors in S⊥F
0 by the second line in (8)) is an (n−1)-dimensional manifold and

each ν(S0)p is an (r−1)-dimensional submanifold of Ker(dtp) (see, e.g., [26,
Lem. 3.3]). So, it is enough to construct a diffeomorphism from ν(S0)p to
Sr−1 smoothly depending on p. The former is the set containing all u ∈ Σp

such that the affine subspace through u + TpS0 is tangent to Σp. More-

over, all these subspaces u+ TpS0, u ∈ (S⊥F
0 )p become a cylinder with base

(S⊥F
0 )p whose affine second fundamental form is positive semi-definite with

radical identifiable to u + TpS0, and each u + TpS0 intersects Σp only at
u (because Σp is strictly convex). So, taking any r-linear complementary
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subspace (TpS0)c (such that Ker(dtp) = TpS0 ⊕ (TpS0)c), the map

ν(S0)p 3 u→ (u+ TpS0) ∩ (TpS0)c ∈ (TpS0)c

is an embedding of ν(S0)p in (TpS0)c as a compact, embedded, strongly
convex hypersurface and, then, a diffeomorphism onto Sr−1. �

Convention 4.2. Locally, ν(S0) is diffeomorphic to S × Sr−1 and, when
working in coordinates, we can assume that this property holds globally,
i.e., ν(S0) ∼= S × Sr−1.9 So, any û ≡ (1, u) ∈ ν(S0) at p = (0, s) ∈ S0

can be identified with (s, u) ∈ S × Sr−1, where u ∈ Sr−1 ∼= Σ(0,s) ∩ S⊥F
0 ⊂

Ker(dt(0,s)) ≡ TsN , consistently with Notation 3.1.

Using the convention above, the wavemap

f̂ : [0,∞)× ν(S0)→M, (t, û) ≡ (t, s, u) 7→ f̂(t, s, u) (9)

is defined so that for each û = (1, u) ∈ ν(S0) (u tangent to s ∈ S), the curve

t 7→ f̂(t, s, u) is the unique cone geodesic t-parametrized with initial velocity
û. Clearly, this function is smooth for t > 0 (as so is the exponential map of
G on lightlike directions) and continuous at t = 0. From Thm. 4.8 below,

f̂([0, ε), ν(S0)) becomes an embedded topological hypersurface of M which
is smooth up to S0, for small ε > 0.

As ∂J+(S0) generates the wavefront for each instant of time (recall (6)
with S0 =front(0)), the causal curves starting at S0 contained in ∂J+(S0)
can be regarded as the (outermost) spacetime trajectories of the wave. These
curves will represent first-arriving perturbations in the following sense.

Definition 4.3. Let γ̂(t) = (t, γ(t)), t ∈ I, be a causal curve departing
from S0. We say that γ̂ is first-arriving (resp. strictly first-arriving) if, for
each t0 ∈ I, x0 = γ(t0), any other causal curve α̂ departing from S0 with
α(t1) = x0 satisfies t1 ≥ t0 (resp. t1 > t0).10

In this case, γ is a spatial trajectory of the wave.

However, let us see that the unique causal curves in ∂J+(S0) (and, thus,
the unique first-arriving curves) will be its so-called null generators. Indeed,
∂J+(S0) is an achronal boundary,11 where achronal means that no pair of its
points can be connected by a timelike curve entirely contained in ∂J+(S0).
The theory of these boundaries is well-established in the Lorentzian setting
[14] and we will use in the next proposition only some properties which can
be directly transplanted to the Lorentz-Finsler setting [1, 25, 32] (anyway,
detailed computations will be available in [36]).

Proposition 4.4. ∂J+(S0) \ S0 is a locally Lipschitz hypersurface and it
admits a unique foliation by lightlike geodesics (null generators) of G, i.e.,
cone geodesics of C. Moreover, because of the global hyperbolicity of C (Conv.
3.3), such a geodesic γ̂ must always reach S0 once and, at that point, γ̂ must
be G-orthogonal to S0.

9It will be satisfied automatically in the case of wildfires (S0 = ∂B0, n = 2, r = 1), as
S0 only contains two points, and the one pointing outwards from B0 is selected.

10This is equivalent to saying that γ̂ is a solution of Zermelo’s navigation problem, see
[9, 25].

11Notice that, for any S0 ⊂M , J+(S0) = I+(S0) and, thus, ∂J+(S0) = ∂I+(S0).
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Proof. The first sentence is standard for any achronal boundary,12 and the
notion of null generators is well known (see, e.g., [14] for the Lorentzian case
and [36] for its translation to Finsler spacetimes). For the last one, any γ̂(t)
belongs to J+(S0) and, then, J−(γ̂(t))∩J+(S0) is compact and γ̂ must have
an initial point p0 = γ̂(t0). However, if t0 > 0 then a causal curve from S0

to γ(t0) would exist. Concatenating it with γ̂ one finds a causal curve from
S0 to γ̂(t) which is not a lightlike geodesic and, thus, γ̂(t) 6∈ ∂J+(S0). To
check orthogonality, observe that otherwise, for any t > 0, γ̂(t) would lie in
J+(p′0) for some p′0 ∈ S0 close to p0 (see [1, Prop. 6.4]). �

As a consequence of this proposition, ∂J+(S0) must lie in the image of
the wavemap (9). More precisely, if

c : ν(S0)→ [0,∞], (s, u) 7→ c(s, u) = Max{t : f̂(t, s, u) ∈ ∂J+(S0)}

is the null cut function from S0, then

∂J+(S0) = {f̂(t, s, u) : t ≤ c(s, u), (s, u) ∈ ν(S0)}

and, for any t1 ≥ 0, front(t1) is obtained just considering the points with
t = t1 in ∂J+(S0).

Remark 4.5. For a complete Riemannian manifold, it is well known that
a geodesic emanating from a compact submanifold S0 strictly minimizes
the distance before its cut instant tc (which appears not later than the first
focal point) and there will be shorter geodesics from S0 after tc (see, e.g., [13,
Prop. 2.2] and [38, Lem. 2.11]). Such properties have a direct translation
for the cut points of lightlike geodesics for any globally hyperbolic Lorentz
[6, §9] or Lorentz-Finsler metric such as our G [36].

So, the following essential result follows as a straightforward consequence
of Prop. 4.4 and the definition of the null cut locus.

Corollary 4.6. The only first-arriving causal curves from S0 are the cone
geodesics of C departing orthogonally from S0 until they arrive at their cut
points. Thus, they lie in the image of the wavemap.

However, the behavior of c is subtle even in the Lorentz case. Indeed, for
a compact submanifold S of a complete Riemannian manifold (N, gR), the
cut locus is known to be continuous (and even locally Lipschitz where finite
[20]). Such property is transmitted directly for the lightlike geodesics of the
Lorentzian metric gL = dt2 − gR on R × N , which is globally hyperbolic
(noticeably, see [11, §4]). Nevertheless, in general the null cut function
of a point in globally hyperbolic spacetimes is known to be only lower-
semicontinuous [6, Prop. 9.33]. As we will be interested only in the property
c ≥ ε for some ε > 0, a self-contained proof is provided next. It is worth
pointing out that this result, applied to G = dt2 − F 2 with F a Finsler
metric, yields tubular neighborhoods for submanifolds of a Finsler manifold
(see [2] for a direct proof).

12In general, one should add “if ∂J+(S0) \ S0 is not empty”, but this holds trivially in
our case.
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Lemma 4.7. Given v̂ ∈ ν(S0), there exists ε > 0 and a neighborhood Ŵ of

v̂ in ν(S0) such that all the cone geodesics γ̂ with initial velocity γ̂′(0) ∈ Ŵ
are strictly first-arriving from S0 in the interval [0, ε].

Proof. Given v̂ = (1, v) ∈ ν(S0), consider a chart (U,ϕ) around πN (v) ∈ N
adapted to S. Without loss of generality, we can assume that ϕ(U) =
Rn, so that ϕ(S ∩ U) is a linear subspace of Rn. Consider now an open

neighborhood Ŵ ⊂ ν(S0) of v̂, with W := πΩ(Ŵ ) ⊂ TN included in the
coordinate neighborhood of TN induced naturally from (U,ϕ). For each

ŵ = (1, w) ∈ Ŵ , s = πN (w), w is F(0,s)-orthogonal to S with F (w) = 1

(recall (8)), and we can choose a basis {e1(w), . . . , er−1(w), w} of the g
F(0,s)
w -

orthogonal space to S (gF(0,s) is the fundamental tensor of the Minkowski
norm F(0,s) : TsN → R). Working in our coordinates on TN (adapted to

S) and applying Gram-Schmidt, this basis can be chosen gFw -orthogonal and
with a smooth dependence on w.

Although the searched property of being first-arriving is global on S0, we
can work locally. Indeed, recall that, for any precompact Ñ ⊂ N , [0, 1]× Ñ
admits a flat Lorentz-Minkowski metric with wider cones than C (this is
consistent with Conv. 3.3). Now consider

U1, U2 neighborhoods of v := πΩ(v̂), with U1 ⊂ U2, U2 ⊂ Ñ ⊂ U. (10)

The Lorentz-Minkowski causal future of {0}×∂U2 does not intersect [0, ε]×
U1 for some small enough ε and, thus, neither does the C-causal future of
{0}×(N \U2). This means that we only need to prove the searched property
on a suitable {0} × (S ∩ U2).

Moreover, as S ⊂ N is, in general, a submanifold of arbitrary codimension
r, we will reduce the proof to the case of r = 1 by constructing, for each
w ∈ W , a hypersurface Sw that contains S ∩ U and such that w is still
F -orthogonal to Sw.13 This way, it will suffice to prove that every cone
geodesic (at least in a small enough interval [0, ε] independent of w) with
initial velocity in a sufficiently small W ′ ⊂ W is strictly first-arriving from
{0} × (Sw ∩ U2), for all w ∈W ′.

For each w ∈ W , regard Pw := Span({e1(w), . . . , er−1(w)}) as a linear
subspace of Rn (using the coordinates in TsN) and let

Sw := ∪y∈(S∩U)ϕ
−1(ϕ(y) + Pw),

obtained by adding the coordinates of each y ∈ S ∩ U and those in Pw.
Observe that ϕ(Sw) is a hyperplane of Rn, so that Sw trivially becomes a
hypersurface of N that contains S ∩ U in such a way that w is F(0,πN (w))-
orthogonal to Sw, as required. Note also that due to the orientability of Sw,
the set of F -orthogonal vectors to Sw has two connected components.

We now proceed to obtain a map η that will play the role of a “smooth
exponential map” (the true exponential map fails to be smooth at 0). To
this end, first define the smooth map nor : W × S ∩ U ×Rn → TN , where
nor(w, y, `) is the unique F -unit vector F -orthogonal to Sw at the point

13Apart from other reasons pointed out above, we proceed this way because the space
of F -orthogonal vectors to S is not a vector bundle in general, but a submanifold with a
conical singularity in the zero section, except when S is a hypersurface, in which case we
have two one-dimensional vector bundles, one in each face.
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ϕ−1(ϕ(y) + `1e1(w) + . . . + `r−1er−1(w)) ∈ Sw and in the same connected
component as w (so that nor(w, πN (w), 0) = w). A dual mapping nor−

obtained by choosing the normal vector in the other connected component
will be used too.

Now, define η : A→W ×N , where A is an open subset of R×W × S ∩
U ×Rn, as

η(t, w, y, `) := (w, πN (γGnor(w,y,`)(t))),

being γG
nor(w,y,`) the t-parametrized geodesic in (M,G) with initial velocity

(1, nor(w, y, `)) ∈ Ŵ at t = 0. Observe that for each point with t = 0, dη is
an isomorphism. Therefore, there exists a restriction of η in a neighborhood
of (0, v, πN (v), 0) where it is a diffeomorphism and its image is of the form

W × Ñ , with Ñ precompact and ϕ(Ñ) convex (as a subset of Rn).

Let W− × Ñ− be the analogous image one would obtain for the map-
ping η− (constructed using nor−). Choose U1, U2 as in (10) with the ad-

ditional condition U2 ⊂ Ñ− and the resulting ε > 0, and take a neighbor-
hood W ′ ⊂W ∩W− of v small enough to ensure that γG

nor(w,πN (w),0)
(t) and

γG
nor−(w,πN (w),0)

(t) are included in [0, ε]×U1 for all t ∈ [0, ε], w ∈W ′ (reduc-

ing ε if necessary). Observe that this choice of ε guarantees that the normal
geodesics to Sw starting on different sides do not intersect. Indeed, note
that Sw divides Ñ ∪ Ñ− into two connected components and the projection
πN (γG

nor(w,πN (w),0)
(t)), with t ∈ [0, ε], w ∈ W ′, must remain entirely in one

of them. Otherwise, it would have to cross Sw in order to pass to the other
component (as it cannot escape Ñ ∪ Ñ− in the chosen interval), but this
yields a contradiction with the fact that η is a diffeomorphism. The same
happens with the normal geodesics associated with η−, which must remain
on the opposite connected component.

Observe that the construction of U1 and U2 ensures that no causal curve
departing from N \ U2 enters [0, ε] × U1, so we only need to prove that
each t-parametrized cone geodesic γ̂w(t) = (t, γ(t)), γ̂′(0) = (1, w), t ∈ [0, ε]
(note that γ̂w(t) = γG

nor(w,πN (w),0)
(t) ∈ [0, ε] × U1), is first-arriving from

{0} × (Sw ∩ U2), for all w ∈ W ′. Otherwise, there exists µ < ε such that
(µ, γw(ε)) ∈ J+({0} × (Sw ∩ U2)). Put

µ0 := inf{µ > 0 : (µ, γw(ε)) ∈ J+({0} × (Sw ∩ U2))} > 0

(the inequality holds for fixed w). Without loss of generality, we can assume

that the closure of [0, ε]×(Ñ∩Ñ−) is contained in a convex neighborhood of
(M,G),14 so (µ0, γw(ε)) ∈ J+({0} × (Sw ∩ U2)). As (µ0, γw(ε)) 6∈ I+({0} ×
(Sw∩U2)) by the definition of µ0, this point is reached by a lightlike geodesic
from {0}× (Sw ∩U2) which is G-orthogonal to {0}×Sw (see [1, Thm. 6.9]),

14Such a neighborhood is a normal neighborhood of all its points, so that the ex-
ponential map at each point will be a diffeomorphism up to the origin (because of its
Finslerian character). In the case of (M,G), the non-smooth direction ∂/∂t would remain
non-smooth for the exponential too. However, this will not be relevant for our case be-
cause, as noted in Rem. 2.17, G can be smoothen along G preserving the metric around
the cone structure C; moreover, only properties of cone geodesics (as those in [1]) will be
claimed. The existence of convex neighborhoods was proved by Whitehead (first for linear
connections [40] and then extended to sprays [41]).
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so that it turns out that η is not injective in W×Ñ , which is a contradiction.
Finally, γ̂w is also strictly first-arriving because, otherwise, another causal
curve α̂ from {0}×Sw ∩U2 would arrive at γ̂w(ε), which is on the boundary
of the causal future J+({0} × (Sw ∩ U2)) (as γ̂ is first-arriving on [0, ε]).
Therefore, α̂ is necessarily an orthogonal lightlike geodesic, in contradiction
with η being injective, which concludes. �

So, the following result becomes trivial from the compactness of ν(S0).

Theorem 4.8. The null cut function from S0 satisfies c > ε for some ε > 0,
that is, for small time, every cone geodesic with initial velocity in ν(S0) is
strictly first-arriving from S0.

Remark 4.9. Summing up, the curves that minimize the propagation time
from S0 are the cone geodesics G-orthogonal to S0, which are also the only
causal curves contained in ∂J+(S0). They remain time-minimizing at least
in a short common lapse. However, each geodesic γ̂(t) will leave ∂J+(S0)
if it has a cut point and, immediately after this point, global hyperbolicity
implies that a second cone geodesic from S0 will reach it first. The projection
γ is the spatial trajectory of the wave (i.e., the wave propagates faster along
γ), but different first-arriving trajectories will meet beyond the cut point.

4.2. Cone geodesics and spatial trajectories of the wave. Next, the
wavemap f̂ will be determined by obtaining first the geodesic equations of
G and, then, the equation of the reparametrization required for f̂ . As we
will work in coordinates, we will use ν(S0) = S × Sr−1 (Conv. 4.2).

Put f̂(t, s, u) = (t, f(t, s, u)) = (t, x1(t, s, u), . . . , xn(t, s, u)) and consider

the notation ∂tf̂(t, s, u) := ∂f̂(t,s,u)
∂t = df̂(t,s,u)

(
∂
∂t

)
, that is,15

∂tf̂(t, s, u) = (1, ∂tf(t, s, u)) = (1, ∂tx
1(t, s, u), . . . , ∂tx

n(t, s, u)). (11)

Also, f̂t0(s, u) = (t0, ft0(s, u)) = (t0, x
1
t0(s, u), . . . , xnt0(s, u)) will denote the

wavemap at time t0 ≥ 0. So, fixing s0 ∈ S and u0 ∈ Sr−1 (recall Conv.

4.2), the curve t 7→ f̂(t, s0, u0) provides the spacetime trajectory of the wave
from (0, s0) ∈ S0 in the direction û ≡ (s0, u0) ∈ ν(S0), and t 7→ f(t, s0, u0)

provides the spatial trajectory; fixing t0 ≥ 0, f̂t0 generates the wavefront at
the instant t = t0.

In general, G-geodesics are not parametrized by t. So, let us introduce an
arbitrary (smooth) reparametrization in time t̃(ρ, s, u) with ∂ρt̃(ρ, s, u) >

0 (ρ will be the parameter of the geodesic). Namely, let f̃ := f̂ ◦ ψ =
(t̃, x̃1, . . . , x̃n), where

f̃ : [a,∞)× S × Sr−1 ψ−→ [0,∞)× S × Sr−1 f̂−→ M

(ρ, s, u) 7−→ (t̃(ρ, s, u), s, u) 7−→ f̂(t̃(ρ, s, u), s, u),

so that f̃(ρ, s, u) = (t̃(ρ, s, u), x̃1(ρ, s, u), . . . , x̃n(ρ, s, u)) with x̃i(ρ, s, u) =
xi(t̃(ρ, s, u), s, u).

15In Finslerian notation, tangent vectors are usually written using the coordinates of
TM , i.e., one writes the coordinates of the point p ∈M and the coordinates of the vector
v ∈ TpM . Here we will omit the point coordinates, as there is no ambiguity regarding its
identification given the vector.
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Notation 4.10. In order to simplify summations and avoid clutter, we
will use the notation x0 := t and analogously, x̃0(ρ, s, u) := t̃(ρ, s, u), when
convenient. Consistently, (x0, x1, . . . , xn) will also denote the natural co-
ordinate functions on M = R × N , so that gij(v̂) := gGv̂ ( ∂

∂xi
, ∂
∂xj

) for any

v̂ ∈ TM \ Span( ∂
∂x0 ) and gij(v̂) will be the coefficients of the inverse matrix

of {gij(v̂)}. Moreover, Einstein’s summation convention will be used, i.e.,
we will omit the sums from 0 to n when an index appears up and down, and
we will raise and lower indices using gij and gij .

The Christoffel symbols Γkij(v̂) of (M,G) in the direction v̂ ∈ TM \
Span( ∂

∂x0 ) are given by

∇v̂∂
∂xi

(
∂

∂xj

)
= Γkij(v̂)

∂

∂xk
, i, j = 0, . . . , n,

where ∇ is the Chern connection. Also, the formal Christoffel symbols
γkij(v̂) (see [4, §2.3]) are defined as

γkij(v̂) :=
1

2
gkr(v̂)

(
∂grj
∂xi

(v̂) +
∂gri
∂xj

(v̂)− ∂gij
∂xr

(v̂)

)
. (12)

Note that the dependence with v̂ appears only in the (pointwise) direction,
i.e.,

Γkij(λv̂) = Γkij(v̂), γkij(λv̂) = γkij(v̂) (13)

for any function λ > 0. This property is characteristic of Finsler geometry,
as ∇v̂ and gGv̂ become positively zero-homogeneous.

Fixing s ∈ S and u ∈ Sr−1, the geodesic equation for the curve f̃(ρ, s, u) =
(x̃0(ρ, s, u), . . . , x̃n(ρ, s, u)) is

∂2
ρ x̃

k = −Γkij(∂ρf̃)∂ρx̃
i∂ρx̃

j , k = 0, . . . , n,

but only the formal Christoffel symbols contribute to the double contraction
on the right (see [4, §5.3]) and it becomes

∂2
ρ x̃

k = −γkij(∂ρf̃) ∂ρx̃
i∂ρx̃

j , k = 0 . . . , n, (14)

where

γkij(∂ρf̃) =γkij(x̃
0, . . . , x̃n, ∂ρx̃

0, . . . , ∂ρx̃
n)

=γkij

(
x̃0, . . . , x̃n, 1,

∂ρx̃
1

∂ρt̃
, . . . ,

∂ρx̃
n

∂ρt̃

)
,

(15)

the latter using (13) (recall ∂ρx̃
0 ≡ ∂ρt̃).

Theorem 4.11. For each (s, u) ∈ S×Sr−1(∼= ν(S0)), the wavemap f̂(t, s, u) =
(t, f(t, s, u)) = (x0, x1(t, s, u) . . . , xn(t, s, u)) is given by the following ODE
system:

∂2
t x

k = −γkij(∂tf̂)∂tx
i∂tx

j + γ0
ij(∂tf̂)∂tx

i∂tx
j∂tx

k, k = 1, . . . , n. (16)

Therefore, the spatial trajectories of the wave are the solutions f(t, s, u) =
(x1(t, s, u), . . . , xn(t, s, u)) whose initial conditions satisfy

• f(0, s, u) = (x1
0(s, u), . . . , xn0 (s, u)) = s,

• ∂tf(0, s, u) = (∂tx
1(0, s, u), . . . , ∂tx

n(0, s, u)) = u (∈ Σ(0,s) ∩ S⊥F
0
∼=

Sr−1).
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Proof. By the definition of the wavemap, the curve t 7→ f̂(t, s, u) must be
a lightlike pregeodesic parametrized by the time t and with the initial con-
ditions enunciated above. The reparametrization that makes it geodesic is
precisely f̃ = f̂ ◦ ψ, with f̃(ρ, s, u) = (x̃0(ρ, s, u), . . . , x̃n(ρ, s, u)) satisfying
(14). Therefore, we need to rewrite this geodesic equation in terms of the
parameter t. As ∂ρx̃

i = ∂ρt̃ ∂tx
i,

∂2
t x

k =
1

∂ρt̃
∂ρ

(
∂ρx̃

k

∂ρt̃

)
=

1

(∂ρt̃)2

(
∂2
ρ x̃

k − ∂2
ρ t̃
∂ρx̃

k

∂ρt̃

)
, k = 1, . . . , n, (17)

and (16) follows substituting (14) (for the chosen k and k = 0) in (17) taking
into account (15). �

Note that the right-hand side of (16) vanishes for k = 0, consistently with
the t-reparametrization of the trajectories.

4.3. Trajectories for wildfires and PDE’s. We turn our attention to the
particular case of dimension n = 2 and r = 1, with S0 being the boundary
of a compact hypersurface B0 ⊂ {t = 0} of M with boundary, which is the
situation when modeling wildfires, §3.4. In this case, at each p ∈ S0, ν(S0)p
is homeomorphic to S0 (it contains two points) and we will be interested
only in the one representing the lightlike direction whose projection on TN
points outwards from B0. This way, the dependence on u ∈ S0 is dropped
and the wavemap becomes a function f̂ : [0,∞) × S → M . Observe that,

now, the image of f̂ includes ∂J+(B0) \ Int(B0) (and it is equal to this set
for small t).

Convention 4.12. S0 is assumed to be connected (otherwise, each con-
nected component would be taken into account separately) and, thus, dif-
feomorphic to S1. Implicitly, the wavemap provides a parametrization of
S0, [a, b] 3 s 7→ f̂(0, s) ∈ S0, with f̂(0, a) = f̂(0, b), but we do not have any

preferred parametrization. As in (11), ∂sf̂(t, s) will denote the velocity of

the curve s 7→ f̂(t, s),

∂sf̂(t, s) = (0, ∂sf(t, s)) = (0, ∂sx
1(t, s), ∂sx

2(t, s)),

and ∂sf̂(t0, s) is a basis of the tangent space of front(t0) whenever t0 < c(s)
(see Fig. 4).

In order to calculate this wavemap and its wavefronts, our Thm. 4.11 can
be particularized to give an ODE solution.

Corollary 4.13. For each s ∈ S, the wavemap f̂(t, s) = (t, f(t, s)) =
(x0, x1(t, s), x2(t, s)) of a wildfire is given by the following ODE system:

∂2
t x

k = −γkij(∂tf̂)∂tx
i∂tx

j + γ0
ij(∂tf̂)∂tx

i∂tx
j∂tx

k, k = 1, 2.

Therefore, the spatial trajectories of the fire are the solutions f(t, s) =
(x1(t, s), x2(t, s)) whose initial conditions satisfy

• f(0, s) = (x1
0(s), x2

0(s)) = s,
• ∂tf(0, s) = (∂tx

1(0, s), ∂tx
2(0, s)) is the unique F -unit vector F -

orthogonal to ∂sf(0, s) and pointing outwards from B0.
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Figure 4. The case of dimension n = 2 and r = 1. In
the tangent space TpM of M at p = (0, s) ∈ S0, the cone
Cp establishes the lightlike directions. The lightlike vector

∂tf̂ = (1, ∂tf) is the velocity of the spacetime trajectory of
the wave that heads out from B0, being its projection ∂tf ∈
Σp the velocity of the wave through the spaceN . The tangent

direction to S0 is marked by ∂sf̂ (but its “length” plays no

role). Recall ∂tf̂⊥G∂sf̂ , i.e., ∂tf⊥F∂sf .

However, a PDE approach has been studied in the literature [37, 30, 31].
In our framework, we can naturally obtain an equivalent PDE system in the
spacetime. Then, this can be formulated as a purely “spatial” solution in
terms of the (time-dependent) Finsler metric F .

Theorem 4.14. For some ε > 0, the wavemap f̂ of a wildfire is charac-
terized in [0, ε) × S by f̂(0, s) = (0, s) ∈ S0 and the following equivalent
conditions (expressible as PDE’s):

• Orthogonality conditions in terms of G:{
t 7→ f̂(t, s) = (t, f(t, s)) is a lightlike curve pointing outwards,

∂tf̂(t, s)⊥G∂sf̂(t, s).
(18)

• Orthogonality conditions in terms of F :{
F (∂tf(t, s)) = 1, with ∂tf(t, s) pointing outwards,
∂tf(t, s)⊥F∂sf(t, s).

(19)

Proof. Let us verify first that f̂ satisfies the stated conditions. By the defi-
nition of f̂ , the first condition in (18) holds everywhere and the second one
for t = 0. By the definition of the fronts, any first-arriving trajectory must
also be time-minimizing between each two fronts and, so, orthogonal to the
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fronts by Cor. 4.6. Thus, the required ε follows from Thm. 4.8. The PDE
system expression is straightforward (see (29), (30) below for the explicit
one in the case of elliptic indicatrices). For the equivalence between these
conditions and (19), recall (7).

Conversely, as we have just proven that the wavemap is a solution of
the orthogonality conditions, it is enough to see that, in fact, it is the only
solution. Let f̂ be an arbitrary solution of (18) and denote by γs(t) and

βt(s) the corresponding longitudinal and transversal curves t 7→ f̂(t, s) and

s 7→ f̂(t, s), resp. Our aim is to prove that γs is a cone geodesic (i.e., lightlike
pregeodesic) for every s ∈ S because then, the uniqueness of t-parametrized
cone geodesics with the same initial conditions implies that γs coincides with
the wavemap from s, i.e., f̂ is the wavemap. Therefore, it is enough to prove

that D
γ′s
γsγ
′
s = λγ′s for some real function λ, where D

γ′s
γs denotes the covariant

derivative (associated with the Chern connection) along γs having γ′s as a
reference vector (see [21] for background and notation). Note that γs(t)

can be regarded as a variation, being Js(t) := ∂sf̂(s, t) the corresponding
variational vector field, which is nonzero for t smaller than some ε′ > 0 (a
posteriori, this ε′ can be assumed to be equal to the ε found in the first
paragraph of the proof). By (18), γ′s is lightlike and gGγ′s(γ

′
s, Js) = 0, so Js(t)

and γ′s(t) generate the tangent plane Tγ′s(t)Cγs(t), which is degenerate in the

direction of γ′s. Therefore, the condition D
γ′s
γsγ
′
s = λγ′s is equivalent to{

gGγ′s(D
γ′s
γsγ
′
s, γ
′
s) = 0,

gGγ′s(D
γ′s
γsγ
′
s, Js) = 0.

To prove the first equation, note that gγ′s(γ
′
s, γ
′
s) = 0 and therefore, using

the almost gG-compatibility of the Chern connection [21, Eq. (4)],

0 =
d

dt
gGγ′s(γ

′
s, γ
′
s) = 2gGγ′s(D

γ′s
γsγ
′
s, γ
′
s) + 2Cγ′s(D

γ′s
γsγ
′
s, γ
′
s, γ
′
s) = 2gGγ′s(D

γ′s
γsγ
′
s, γ
′
s),

where the term in the Cartan tensor Cγ′s vanishes by homogeneity, as it is
evaluated repeateadly in γ′s [21, Eq. (2)]. To prove the second one, recall

that D
γ′s
βt
γ′s = D

γ′s
γsβ
′
t (see [21, Prop. 3.2]), so

0 =
d

ds
gGγ′s(γ

′
s, γ
′
s) = 2gGγ′s(D

γ′s
βt
γ′s, γ

′
s) + 2Cγ′s(D

γ′s
βt
γ′s, γ

′
s, γ
′
s)

=2gGγ′s(D
γ′s
γsβ
′
t, γ
′
s) = 2gGγ′s(D

γ′s
γsJs, γ

′
s) = −2gGγ′s(Js, D

γ′s
γsγ
′
s)

(for the last equality, take t-derivatives in gGγ′s(Js, γ
′
s) = 0). �

Remark 4.15. The orthogonality conditions in terms of F (19) are the
ones Markvorsen arrives at in [30, Cor. 7.4] (time-independent case) and
[31, Thm. 4.4] (time-dependent case) using a Lagrangian (Finslerian or
rheonomic) on the space.

However, the spacetime interpretation provides not only a neat proof of
the uniqueness of solution to (19), but also a more accurate result. Indeed,

the characterization of f̂ holds for all the points (t, s) with t < c(s), as
well as in the points with t = c(s) by continuity. If such a point (c(s), s)
is not a focal point for G, then the characterization can be extended to a
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neighborhood of it. Nevertheless, if (c(s), s) is a focal point then ∂sf(t0, s0)
will vanish and the second orthogonality condition of each pair will give no
information beyond it.

5. Ellipsoids and quadratic simplification

The simplest analytical anisotropic approximation to the propagation of
the wave occurs when at each p ∈M , the field of velocities Σp is an ellipsoid,
not necessarily centered at the origin, which includes the case of Richards’
model for wildfires [37]. The ellipsoidal character of Σ implies that the
corresponding cone structure C will be compatible with a classical Lorentz
metric g, apart from the Lorentz-Finsler one G = dt2 − F 2. So, although
our computation of the wavemap f̂ applies to this specific case, next f̂ will
also be computed by means of the geodesics of g. This widely simplifies the
equations (16) because the formal Christoffel symbols γkij in (12) will become

the Christoffel ones Γkij of the Lorentz metric g. So, they will depend only

on the point p = (t, x) but not on the direction, skipping the Finslerian
entanglement of F . From a technical viewpoint, we take into account and
develop further the stationary-to-Randers correspondence in [8].

5.1. Trajectories using a classical Lorentz metric. Consider a hyper-
surface Σ0 ⊂ Ker(dt) of centered ellipsoids Σ0

p varying smoothly with p ∈M
(i.e., Σ0 is transverse to the fibers of Ker(dt)) and a smooth section W of
Ker(dt) (i.e., W is a time-dependent vector field on N) so that

Σ := Σ0 +W = {v +WπM (v) : v ∈ Σ0}.
We will refer to W as the wind, which represents any physical phenome-
non that generates a displacement on the propagation, usually associated
with the medium where the wave propagates. Indeed, W can represent the
wind if the wave propagates through the air, but also water streams if the
propagation takes place in the sea or in a river, or other phenomena. As
stated in §3.1, we will assume that the wind is “mild”, which means that
the zero section lies in the (open) region enclosed by Σ (the unit ball of F );
this guarantees that Σ properly defines a Finsler metric of Randers type for
each t. For all p ∈M , the vectors v ∈ Σ0

p are characterized by the ellipsoid
equation Qp(v) = 1, i.e.,

Σ0
p = {v ∈ Ker(dtp) : Qp(v) = 1},

where Qp is a quadratic form that depends on the orientation of the ellipsoid

and its semi-axes. Qp determines a norm Hp :=
√
Qp in Ker(dtp) that

satisfies the parallelogram law, so it induces a Euclidean scalar product

hp(v, u) :=
1

4
(Q(v + u)−Q(v − u)), ∀v, u ∈ Ker(dtp),

being Σ0
p its indicatrix. Since the ellipsoids vary smoothly from point to

point, one has a Riemannian metric h on Ker(dt). If Σ is the indicatrix of
the Finsler metric F , given by the displaced ellipses, then

hp

(
v

Fp(v)
−Wp,

v

Fp(v)
−Wp

)
= 1, that is, Hp(v − Fp(v)Wp) = Fp(v),

(20)
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for any p ∈M,v ∈ Ker(dtp) (recall Hp(v) =
√
hp(v, v)). The pair (h,W ) is

the Zermelo data for the (time-dependent) Randers metric F . The formula
(20) characterizes them and the constraint h(W,W ) < 1 is implicit in the
assumption of mild wind. These are the elements to construct the required
Lorentzian metric16 g.

Proposition 5.1. Let Σ be determined by Zermelo data (h,W ) as above.
Its cone structure C (associated with G = dt2−F 2) is also the cone structure
of the Lorentz metric g = Λdt2 − 2ωdt − h, where Λ := 1 − h(W,W ) and
ω := h(·,−W ).

Proof. To check that G and g share the same lightlike vectors, observe that

G(τ, v) = 0⇔ τ2 = F (v)2 ⇔ τ2 = H(v − τW )2

⇔ τ2 = h(v, v)− 2τh(v,W ) + τ2h(W,W )⇔ g((τ, v), (τ, v)) = 0
(21)

for any (τ, v) ∈ TpM,p ∈M , using (20) and the definition of g. �

Now, we can proceed as in §4.2 and obtain the wavemap by solving the
geodesic equation, with the (direction-independent) Christoffel symbols

Γkij(t, x) =
1

2
gkr
(
∂grj
∂xi

+
∂gri
∂xj
− ∂gij
∂xr

)
(t, x), i, j, k = 0, . . . , n (22)

(using Notation 4.10), where at each (t, x) ∈M , putting hij = h( ∂
∂xi
, ∂
∂xj

),

{gij} =


Λ −ω( ∂

∂x1 ) · · · −ω( ∂
∂xn )

−ω( ∂
∂x1 ) −h11 · · · −h1n
...

...
. . .

...

−ω( ∂
∂xn ) −hn1 · · · −hnn

 . (23)

Lemma 5.2. Any u ∈ Σ(0,s) ∩ S⊥F
0 (i.e. u is F -unit and F -orthogonal to

S0, so that û = (1, u) ∈ ν(S0)(0,s)) can be written as

u = v +W(0,s), where h(v, v) = 1, v ∈ S⊥h
0 , (24)

i.e., v ∈ Ker(dt(0,s))(≡ TsN) is h-unit and h-orthogonal to S0.

Proof. Putting v := u −W(0,s), F (u) = 1 is equivalent to h(v, v) = 1 from
(21). Now, observe that for any w ∈ TsN , u⊥Fw means that w is tangent
to the indicatrix Σ at u, or equivalently, w is tangent to Σ0 = Σ −W at
u−W(0,s), i.e., u−W(0,s)⊥hw. �

So, the wavemap f̂(t, s, u = v + W(0,s)) can be regarded as a function of

(t, s, v) ∈ [0,∞) × S × Sr−1, where v satisfies (24). This function will be
called the Lorentzian wavemap and denoted with the same letter, that is,
f̂(t, s, v)(= (t, f(t, s, v)) = (t, x1(t, s, v), . . . , xn(t, s, v))), with no harm.

Theorem 5.3. Assume that the propagation of the wave is given by a Ran-
ders metric on Ker(dt) with Zermelo data (h,W ). For each (s, v) ∈ S×Sr−1

(identifiable to the h-unit orthogonal bundle to S0 in {t = 0}), the Lorentzian

16Recall that signature (+,− . . . ,−) is used here, in contrast with [8, 9].



26 M. A. JAVALOYES, E. PENDÁS-RECONDO, AND M. SÁNCHEZ

wavemap f̂(t, s, v) = (x0, x1(t, s, v), . . . , xn(t, s, v)) is characterized by the
following ODE system:

∂2
t x

k = −Γkij∂tx
i∂tx

j + Γ0
ij∂tx

i∂tx
j∂tx

k, k = 1, . . . , n, (25)

(see (22), (23) and Prop. 5.1) with the initial conditions

• f(0, s, v) = (x1
0(s, v), . . . , xn0 (s, v)) = s,

• ∂tf(0, s, v) = v +W(0,s).

Proof. Following the same procedure as in Thm. 4.11 but working with the
Lorentzian metric g and its Christoffel symbols, one directly obtains (25).
For the initial conditions, just recall Lem. 5.2. �

5.2. Richards’ equations for wildfires. The well-known Richards’ equa-
tions correspond to the PDE’s (19) in our Thm. 4.14, where Σ lies in
the ellipsoidal case and it is determined by Zermelo data (h,W ), with
h(W,W ) < 1. For the sake of completeness, we will consider them in our
framework. Recall that the setting in §3.4 and §4.3 applies; in particular,
n = 2, r = 1 and S0 is a closed curve (Conv. 4.12). Also, we will use here
the notation (x, y) := (x1, x2).

Proposition 5.4. In the case of wildfires with Zermelo data (h,W ), the
orthogonality conditions (19) become equivalent to

1 = h(W,W )− 2h(∂tf,W ) + h(∂tf, ∂tf), (26)

0 = h(∂tf −W,∂sf), (27)

with ∂tf pointing outwards.

Proof. Just recall that by Lem. 5.2,

F (∂tf) = 1⇔ h(∂tf −W,∂tf −W ) = 1,

∂tf⊥F∂sf ⇔ ∂tf −W⊥h∂sf.
�

Fixing the natural basis { ∂∂x |p,
∂
∂y |p} on Ker(dtp) ≡ R2 and working with

coordinates, write Wp = (w1(p), w2(p)). The quadratic form for a centered
ellipse with semi-axes a(p), b(p) rotated an angle θ(p)17 in the clockwise
direction is

Qp(v1, v2) =

(
v1 cos θ − v2 sin θ

a

)2

+

(
v1 sin θ + v2 cos θ

b

)2

,

for all v = (v1, v2) ∈ Ker(dtp). Thus, the matrix associated with hp is

{hij} =
1

a2b2

(
a2 sin2 θ + b2 cos2 θ (a2 − b2) sin θ cos θ
(a2 − b2) sin θ cos θ a2 cos2 θ + b2 sin2 θ

)
. (28)

17Note that a, b and θ, as well as w1, w2, depend on p = (t, x, y) so that, in particular,
they may vary over time. In the following equations this dependence will be assumed
implicitly in order to avoid clutter.
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Theorem 5.5 (Richards’ equations). The wavemap f̂(t, s) = (t, f(t, s)) =
(t, x(t, s), y(t, s)) of a wildfire determined by Zermelo data (h,W ) with h in
(28) and W = (w1, w2), h(W,W ) < 1, is characterized by the following PDE
system for ∂sf(t, s) = (∂sx(t, s), ∂sy(t, s)), ∂tf(t, s) = (∂tx(t, s), ∂ty(t, s)):

∂tx = ±a
2 cos θ(∂sx sin θ + ∂sy cos θ)− b2 sin θ(∂sx cos θ − ∂sy sin θ)√

a2(∂sx sin θ + ∂sy cos θ)2 + b2(∂sx cos θ − ∂sy sin θ)2
+ w1,

(29)

∂ty = ±−a
2 sin θ(∂sx sin θ + ∂sy cos θ)− b2 cos θ(∂sx cos θ − ∂sy sin θ)√
a2(∂sx sin θ + ∂sy cos θ)2 + b2(∂sx cos θ − ∂sy sin θ)2

+ w2,

(30)
where the ± has to be chosen in order for ∂tf(t, s) to point outwards,18 and
the initial condition f(0, s) = (x0(s), y0(s)) (identifiable to s) holds.

Proof. The proof is a straightforward computation taking into account that,
from (27), ∂tf −W must be h-orthogonal to ∂sf , its length is controlled by
(26) and it is oriented outwards (recall also Thm. 4.14 for the characteriza-
tion).

Anyway, computations can be simplified by taking into account that, first,
when θ = 0, (26) and (27) yield:

∂tx = ± a2∂sy√
a2(∂sy)2 + b2(∂sx)2

+w1, ∂ty = ± −b2∂sx√
a2(∂sy)2 + b2(∂sx)2

+w2,

(31)
in agreement with (29), (30). Then, in order to obtain (∂tx, ∂ty) for arbitrary
θ, rotate the coordinate axes the same angle θ, use (31), and recover the
initial coordinates. �

Remark 5.6. To check that these equations agree with Richards’ [37], no-
tice that we have assumed independence between h and W in the model.
However, Richards originally claimed as an experimental fact (within certain
limits) that the ratio a/b depends on the wind speed only, with the vector W
always aligned with the major axis of the ellipse. This means that the wind
not only displaces the initial indicatrices, but also deforms them. In the
simplest model (used by Richards), the fire spread can be approximated in
the tangent space by a sphere, which is deformed to an ellipse when the wind
appears. With this model in mind, it is convenient to write the components
(c1, c2) of the wind vector W = (w1, w2) with respect to the (orthonormal)
basis defined by the main axes of the ellipses. Namely, put(

c1

c2

)
= R−1

θ

(
w1

w2

)
so that

{
w1 = c1 cos θ + c2 sin θ
w2 = −c1 sin θ + c2 cos θ,

where R−1
θ is the counter-clockwise rotation matrix, and substitute (w1, w2)

in our equations (29) and (30). This way, one arrives exactly at Markvorsen’s
equations (who also considered a wind independent of the metric), see [30,
Thm. 9.1] and [31, Thm. 8.1]. Then, Richards’ equations [37, Eqs. (10),
(11)] are obtained by setting c2 = 0, so that the wind blows along the
semi-axis a.

18Namely, choose + for S0 counter-clockwise parametrized, and − otherwise.
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Figure 5. The case of strong wind: the initial indicatrix Σ0
p

is displaced by the wind Wp in such a way that the zero vec-
tor no longer lies inside Σp = Σ0

p +Wp. The tangent lines to
Σp from the origin divide it into three disjoint components:
Σp = Σ+

p ∪Σ−p ∪Σ∗p. Σ+
p is the indicatrix of a conic Minkowski

norm Fp, while Σ−p defines a Lorentzian norm (Fl)p. These
norms are defined in the conic domain Ap but can be ex-

tended continuously to Ap \{0} in such a way that if v ∈ Σ∗p,
then Fp(v) = (Fl)p(v) = 1.

6. The case of strong wind

Until now we have assumed that the wind is mild, which guaranteed that
Σ is the indicatrix of a Finsler metric. Now we will take a step further by
allowing a strong wind (i.e., some zero vectors may lie outside Σ), so that a
type of wind Finslerian structure (§6.1 below) is obtained. In principle, this
does not affect the geometric framework of the cone structure. However, the
physical interpretation of the wavemap will depend on the type of the wave
and the specific situation at hand.

For example, when modeling sound waves in a medium that moves faster
than the sound itself, the wavefront is given effectively by the C-achronal
boundary ∂J+(S0), while J+(S0) provides the particles of the medium af-
fected by the wave at each time. In §6.2 we will see that ∂J+(S0) can
be computed just by changing T = ∂/∂t in our cone triple. However, the
problem of first-arriving trajectories also changes, and the wind Finslerian
structure must be used to recover the original one (see Rem. 6.1). As this
problem is essential for wildfires, it is studied specifically in §6.3, including
an estimate of the burned area by the active front (Rem. 6.3).

6.1. Wind Finslerian setting. As in §3, we start with a cone structure C,
constructed from the velocities of the wave, and put Σ = (C ∩ dt−1(1))− ∂

∂t .
So far, the restriction ∂/∂t timelike (mild wind case) and the triple (Ω =
dt, T = ∂/∂t, F ) have been used; next, this restriction is removed (arbitrary
wind case) and we work directly with the cone wind triple (Ω = dt, T =
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∂/∂t,Σ). The latter can be regarded as a wind Finslerian structure (in
the sense of [9, Def. 2.8]) varying smoothly with the time. The regions
where ∂/∂t is non-causal (resp. lightlike, timelike) are called of strong (resp.
critical, mild) wind. In the region of strong wind, Σ determines an (open,
connected) conic domain A ⊂ Ker(dt) whose radial half-lines intersect trans-
versely Σ. In this domain, we have both a conic Finsler metric F and a
Lorentzian Finsler one Fl, with indicatrices, resp., the convex and concave
(from infinity) portions Σ+,Σ− of Σ (see Fig. 5). Clearly, F < Fl on A and
both metrics can be continuously extended to A \ 0 (both extensions agree
on ∂A \ 0, see [9, Prop. 2.12] and Fig. 5). At the points where the wind is
critical, the zero vector lies on Σ and A becomes an open half space; when it
is mild, A = Ker(dt) \ 0 and F becomes the already studied Finsler metric
(in these two cases Fl is not defined or can be regarded as equal to ∞).

6.2. Description of C and associated Zermelo’s problem. When C
is given by a cone wind triple (dt, T,Σ), one can recover a cone triple by
choosing any timelike vector field T 0 such that dt(T 0) = 1 and taking the
corresponding Finsler metric F 0 as in Thm. 2.15. Then, (dt, T 0, F 0) be-
comes a cone triple for C on a new decomposition of M as a product R×N .
Specifically, choose a vector field (wind) W with dt(W ) ≡ 0 so that the
zero section lies pointwise inside Σ0 := Σ −W and put T 0 = ∂/∂t + W .
Then, T 0 becomes timelike, the indicatrix of the searched Finsler metric
is Σ0 = Σ −W = (C ∩ dt−1(1)) − T 0 and the flow of T 0 provides a new
decomposition M 3 p → (l, x) ∈ R × N so that T 0 = ∂/∂l. The integral
curves of T and T0 represent, resp., initial observers at rest and particles of
the medium, the latter moving with velocity W with respect to the former,
while Σ and Σ0 contain the propagation velocities of the wave with respect
to T, T 0.

The Lorentz-Finsler metric associated with (dt, T 0 = ∂/∂t + W,F 0) is
G(τ, v) = τ2 − F 0(v − τW )2, where (τ, v) = τ ∂

∂t |p + v = τT 0
p + (v − τWp),

with v ∈ Ker(dtp), p ∈M . Thus, for any v̂ = (1, v) ∈ TpM \ Span(T 0
p ), ŵ =

(0, w) ∈ TpM ,

v̂ ∈ Cp ⇔ G(v̂) = 0⇔ F 0(v −W ) = 1⇔ F (v) = 1 or Fl(v) = 1

and, in this case,

v̂⊥Gŵ ⇔ (v −W )⊥F 0w ⇔ w ∈ T(v−W )Σ
0 ⇔ w ∈ TvΣ

⇔ v⊥Fw, or v⊥Fl
w, or v ‖ w with v ∈ ∂A,

(32)

where the last possibility comes from the fact that the fundamental tensors
gFv and gFl

v are not defined when v ∈ ∂A (compare with (7)). Consequently,
we can work with the new triple (dt, ∂/∂t+W,F 0) and obtain the wavemap
(and thus the wavefront at any time) in exactly the same way as we did in
Thm. 4.11. Indeed, the only change in this theorem is that, now, the initial

condition ∂tf(0, s, u) = u is such that u −W ∈ Σ0
(0,s) ∩ S

⊥F0

0 (since now

ν(S0) is the set of dt-unit vectors û = (1, u) with u −W as above; see Fig.
6).

Remark 6.1. Using T 0 = ∂/∂t+W , the computation of ∂J+(S0) is reduced
to the case when the wind is mild, but the property of being first-arriving
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Figure 6. The spacetime setting in the case of dimension
n = 2 and r = 1. The wavemap f̂(t, s) is defined so that

t 7→ f̂(t, s) is the unique cone geodesic t-parametrized with

initial velocity ∂tf̂(0, s) = (1, ∂tf(0, s)) ∈ ν(S0) and such
that ∂tf(0, s)−W(0,s) points out to the exterior of S0. This

means that ∂tf̂ is lightlike, F 0(∂tf − W ) = 1 (i.e., ∂tf ∈
Σ),∂tf̂⊥G∂sf̂ and ∂tf −W⊥F 0∂sf . Compare with Fig. 4.

for the cone geodesics occurs with respect to the integral curves of T 0 (ob-
servers co-moving with the medium). ∂J+(S0) still contains the outermost
trajectories of the wave but, in general, they are no longer first-arriving from
S0 with respect to the original T = ∂/∂t (i.e., the Zermelo problem changes,
see Fig. 7). Indeed, the cone geodesics that minimize the original arrival
time are those G-orthogonal to S0 whose projection is F -orthogonal to S0

(and necessarily F -unit), where F is now the (time-dependent) conic Finsler
metric provided by the wind Finslerian structure. Recall that Fl-orthogonal
geodesics maximize the arrival time, according to the interpretation in the
wind Finslerian case [9, Prop. 2.41] (compare also with [9, Cor. 6.18, Thm.
7.8]).

Once ∂J+(S0) has been computed as above, the arrival time of the wave
to an observer in T = ∂/∂t can be be obtained from the intersection of the
corresponding integral curve of T and ∂J+(S0). From a practical viewpoint,
for any ŵ = (1, w) ∈ ν(S0)(0,s) with w ∈ A(0,s) and F (w) = 1, the corre-

sponding geodesic γ̂ of the metric Gconic = dt2 − F 2 (defined on the conic
domain ∪p∈MSpan(Tp)×Ap) gives the first-arriving trajectory (at least for
small times) in the spatial direction w.

6.3. Active firefront of a wildfire. A wildfire with strong wind can be
modelled roughly with a wind Finslerian structure Σ, which represents the
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Figure 7. Similar case to Fig. 3 but with a constant strong
wind W . The choice of ∂tf −W pointing outwards makes
∂J+(B0) contain cone geodesics whose projection is F -unit
(such as γ̂) and also Fl-unit cone geodesics (such as α̂). Note

that the latter are not first-arriving: e.g., β̂ arrives earlier
than α̂ at every point. Also, these curves enter the initial re-
gion B, so ∂J+(B0) might not represent a realistic wavefront
in some situations, such as wildfires.

velocities of propagation (in absence of wind), displaced by the wind W .
This is not physically accurate, as the effect of the wind is not simply a
displacement.19 However, it can be used to obtain a rough estimate of its
active front of propagation. Recall that in such a model ∂J+(B0) contains
trajectories that enter the already burned initial area (e.g., α̂ in Fig. 7).
Obviously, these curves must not be considered as trajectories of the fire-
front. In fact, we can assume that the fire is extinguished when compelled
to enter an already burned area (this might also not be physically realistic
in some cases but, anyway, it will not be relevant for our rough estimate).
So, the following modification of the framework would be applicable.

Given the initial source of the fire S0 = ∂B0, the wavemap f̂(t, s) =
(t, f(t, s)), (t, s) ∈ [0,∞) × S can be defined as in §4.3 taken into account
that, now, the choice of one of the two lightlike directions at each ν(S0)p
must ensure that ∂tf−W points outwards from B0 at p. In order to identify
the points where the fire is extinguished we give the following proposition.

Proposition 6.2. Let (0, s) ∈ S0. The vector ∂tf(0, s) is parallel to ∂sf(0, s)
if and only if ∂tf(0, s) ∈ ∂A(0,s) (i.e., ∂tf(0, s) is both F -unit and Fl-unit).
In this case we say that (0, s) is an extinction point of S0 (see Fig. 8).

19A more realistic model is developed in [22].
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Figure 8. The case of Fig. 7 from an aerial view. In this
situation, p and q are the extinction points, i.e., the only
points on S0 where ∂tf ‖ ∂sf or, equivalently, ∂tf ∈ ∂Ap.
These points make a separation between the region S+

0

that provides the active firefront, and the region S−0 where
the fire ends up extinguished. The orthogonality condition
∂tf⊥F∂sf holds on S+

0 .

Proof. Recall that ∂tf̂(0, s)⊥G∂sf̂(0, s), which means that ∂sf(0, s) is tan-
gent to Σ at ∂tf(0, s), as stated in (32). Then ∂tf(0, s)||∂sf(0, s) only holds
when ∂tf(0, s) ∈ ∂A(0,s). �

The extinction points divide S0 into several open connected components
(typically two if S0 is convex and the wind does not change dramatically
from one point to another), alternating regions where the spatial trajectories
of the fire are F -unit and go outwards (trajectories of the active firefront)
and regions where these trajectories are Fl-unit and go inwards (which will
be discarded). Let S+

0 = {0} × S+ and S−0 be the union of the former
and latter type of connected components, resp. (excluding the extinction

points). Then, the active firefront at each t0 is {f̂(t0, s) : s ∈ S+}, i.e., the
component of ∂J+(S+

0 ) that heads out from B0 (intersected with {t = t0}).
Recall that each one of its t−parametrized cone geodesics γ̂(t) = (t, γ(t))
remains first-arriving from S0, at least for small time. Indeed, γ′(0) becomes
unitary for the conic Finsler metric F and Lem. 4.7 is still applicable (even
though Thm. 4.8 cannot be reobtained as S+

0 is not compact). The active
firefront can also be obtained from the ODE in Cor. 4.13: simply, change S
by S+ recalling that F is now the conic Finsler metric.20

Remark 6.3. From this rough model, the estimate of the burned area until
the time t0 > 0 would be (the closure of) f([0, t0], S+). Summing up, when

20On the contrary, as the fire on S−0 can be regarded as extinguished, the wavemap f̂
does not represent the physical firefront on these points.
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the wind is strong, the active firefront is determined just by the (time-
dependent) conic Finsler metric F of the wind Finslerian structure and only
its F -unit directions should be taken into account for the computation of
the wavemap. This provides a seemingly highly singular description of this
front, but the overall spacetime viewpoint restores smoothness (in the spirit
of [9]).
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Spain, by Fundación Séneca, Science and Technology Agency of the Región
de Murcia. MAJ was partially supported by MICINN/FEDER project ref-
erence PGC2018-097046-B-I00 and Fundación Séneca (Región de Murcia)
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[11] P.T. Chruściel, J.H.G. Fu, G.J. Galloway and R. Howard. On fine differen-
tiability properties of horizons and applications to Riemannian geometry. J. Geom.
Phys. 41 (1-2), 1–12 (2002).

[12] H.R. Dehkordi and A. Saa. Huygens’ envelope principle in Finsler spaces and
analogue gravity. Classical Quantum Gravity 36 (8), 085008 (2019).

[13] M.P. Do Carmo. Riemannian Geometry. Mathematics: Theory & Applications,
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