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Automatic parking planning control method based
on improved A* algorithm

Yuxuan Zhao

Abstract—As the trend of moving away from high-precision
maps gradually emerges in the autonomous driving industry,
traditional planning algorithms are gradually exposing some
problems. To address the high real-time, high precision, and
high trajectory quality requirements posed by the automatic
parking task under real-time perceived local maps, this pa-
per proposes an improved automatic parking planning algo-
rithm based on the A* algorithm, and uses Model Predictive
Control (MPC) as the control module for automatic parking.
The algorithm enhances the planning real-time performance by
optimizing heuristic functions, binary heap optimization, and
bidirectional search; it calculates the passability of narrow areas
by dynamically loading obstacles and introduces the vehicle’s
own volume during planning; it improves trajectory quality by
using neighborhood expansion and Bezier curve optimization
methods to meet the high trajectory quality requirements of
the parking task. After obtaining the output results of the
planning algorithm, a loss function is designed according to the
characteristics of the automatic parking task under local maps,
and the MPC algorithm is used to output control commands
to drive the car along the planned trajectory. This paper uses
the perception results of real driving environments converted into
maps as planning inputs to conduct simulation tests and ablation
experiments on the algorithm. Experimental results show that the
improved algorithm proposed in this paper can effectively meet
the special requirements of automatic parking under local maps
and complete the automatic parking planning and control tasks.

Index Terms—Automated Valet Parking; path planning; A*
algorithm;model predictive control

I. INTRODUCTION

A. Research Background and Significance

Autonomous driving is currently a hot topic in the au-
tomotive industry and has become a key area of intense
competition among numerous domestic and international man-
ufacturers and intelligent driving solution providers [1], [2].
Once vehicles equipped with advanced autonomous driving
become widespread, they will completely overturn people’s
travel choices. Tech companies such as Huawei, Tesla, Google,
Baidu, and Xiaomi, as well as research institutes like Tsinghua
University and the Shanghai Institute of Artificial Intelligence,
have entered the field of autonomous driving, continuously
launching products equipped with intelligent driving features.
In recent years, research institutes have published a large
number of high-quality papers. It can be said that from the
government to the private sector, from domestic to interna-
tional, autonomous driving vehicles have become a core topic
in the development of technology and the economy.

Automatic parking is a very important part of the au-
tonomous driving scenario. The automatic parking system can
liberate drivers, save a lot of time and energy, and optimize
passengers’ driving experience. Moreover, parking is a part of

the driving process with a high incidence of accidents, and the
large-scale application of high-performance automatic parking
systems can significantly reduce traffic accidents during park-
ing. With the continuous development of automatic parking
systems and the further popularization of intelligent cars
supporting automatic parking, building unmanned automatic
parking lots with small footprints and high efficiency will
become a reality from theory.

In recent years, revolutionary new technologies for the
perception end of autonomous driving have emerged one after
another, and the wave of moving away from high-precision
maps has intensified. The joint perception technology of Bird’s
Eye View (BEV) [3] + Transformer [4] + Occupancy [5]
has greatly improved the perception accuracy of intelligent
cars for the environment, making it possible to abandon prior
information of high-precision maps and save a lot of map
surveying and administrative costs. Autonomous driving ve-
hicles will have the ability to obtain precise information about
the surrounding environment without relying on pre-acquired
high-precision maps, solely depending on the sensors carried
by the vehicle itself [6]. In this way, autonomous driving
vehicles can normally activate intelligent driving functions
in areas without high-precision maps, greatly expanding the
usage scenarios of autonomous driving.

B. Overseas and Domestic Research Status

The origin of the automatic parking system can be traced
back to the IRVW Futura concept car launched by Volkswagen
in 1992, but it was not put into production due to its higher
cost than the market’s ability to accept. It was not until 2003
that Toyota pioneered the commercialization of automatic
parking on the Prius. In 2004, the Evolve project developed
by Linkoping University in Sweden, collaborating with Volvo,
also demonstrated automatic parking technology. These ad-
vancements marked the initial application of automatic parking
technology. As of 2020, the installation rate of Autonomous
Parking System (APS) in the domestic passenger car market
has reached 12.3%. In the foreseeable future, the installation
rate of automatic parking systems will grow rapidly, reflecting
significant market potential.

China entered the field of autonomous driving and automatic
parking later, but its enthusiasm for development is high.
The central and local governments actively encourage pilot
projects, promoting regulatory improvements and policy relax-
ation. Chinese consumers are enthusiastic about autonomous
driving, embracing the electrification and intelligence of au-
tomobiles. With the improvement of the industrial chain,
a large number of enterprises are emerging to build high-
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level autonomous driving and automatic parking application
scenarios.

In recent years, domestic and foreign scholars have con-
ducted numerous studies on various components of automatic
parking systems, including parking space detection, path plan-
ning, tracking control, and more. Existing planning methods
include graph-based search methods, random sampling-based
methods, spline curve-based methods, numerical optimization-
based methods, and the more recently emerging machine
learning-based methods. The specific implementation princi-
ples, advantages, and disadvantages of these planning methods
will be elaborated in detail in subsection II-B.

C. Main Contributions

1) Optimize the A* algorithm to enhance its planning speed,
meeting the high real-time requirements of local map
parking planning.

2) Optimize the A* algorithm to improve its trajectory
quality, satisfying the requirements of high precision and
high trajectory quality for automatic parking tasks.

3) Introduce the volume of the ego-vehicle into the planning
process to better simulate real parking scenarios.

4) Implement the MPC control algorithm for targeted non-
linear optimization of automatic parking paths.

5) Conduct simulation tests and ablation experiments on the
algorithms using Python.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Characteristics of Autonomous Driving Parking Tasks

Automated Valet Parking (AVP), as an important subdivi-
sion of autonomous driving planning modules, has garnered
significant attention in recent years. By 2024, automatic
parking has become a hot topic in the field of autonomous
driving and a focal point of research and development for
various companies in the industry. Automatic parking in
underground parking garages accounts for a large proportion
of all automatic parking tasks. Underground garage scenarios
typically exhibit the following characteristics: dim lighting and
severe obstruction of vision by a large number of obstacles,
including pillars [7], [8]. Complex obstacles can increase
vehicle positioning errors and planning difficulties. In such
scenarios, traditional methods inevitably suffer from signifi-
cant interference, resulting in unsatisfactory planning results.

Both domestic and international researchers widely consider
the parking scenario a highly challenging driving task. Vehi-
cles must complete a series of actions such as reversing and
fine steering in the narrow space near the parking space, which
also greatly increases the risk of collision [9]. To address
these challenges, planning and control algorithms need to plan
appropriate trajectories to complete the action of parking in
a parking space, as well as finely control the displacement
of the vehicle in narrow spaces to avoid obstacles such as
pillars, other vehicles, and pedestrians [10]. The complexity
of the parking scenario requires high robustness of the parking
planning algorithm.

The underground garage scenario poses stringent require-
ments on planning algorithms. During the parking process,

there are many uncontrollable factors, such as changes in the
steering system’s execution speed and accuracy, and changes in
obstacle positions, which may lead to deviations between the
actual parking trajectory and the planned trajectory. Therefore,
planning algorithms need to have the ability to dynamically
correct trajectories in real-time or even re-plan. Current park-
ing scenarios are mainly divided into vertical parking and
parallel parking, and the planning algorithm also needs to
support these two main parking scenarios. Simultaneously,
the control algorithm also needs to ensure that the vehicle
is parked accurately and without deviation when entering the
parking space. In narrow underground garage environments,
even small differences in planning accuracy can lead to colli-
sions, so high precision is an indispensable characteristic of the
planning algorithm. Even if the planned path quality is high, if
the control algorithm outputs low-quality control commands,
leading to distorted or deviated actual driving trajectories, it
can also result in dangerous accidents. Therefore, trajectory
quality and control accuracy are also important indicators that
need to be considered in the planning and control algorithm.

Automatic parking planning methods need to accurately
find high-quality paths in the cluttered environment of the
underground garage; the control part also needs to minimize
control errors. A high-performance automatic parking system
must take into account various requirements such as per-
ception, positioning, motion planning, and actuator accuracy
[11]. Because of this, the automatic parking function is only
available as an optional feature on mid-to-high-end models
priced at 200,000 or above. Therefore, the automatic parking
solution proposed in this paper must consider the inherent
complexity of the automatic parking task and the exceptionally
high requirements for planning accuracy and trajectory quality.

In summary, automatic parking tasks under local maps need
to face two major issues:

1) Local map perception requires planning algorithms to
have high real-time performance and fast computation
speed.

2) Automatic parking tasks require planning algorithms to
generate trajectories with high quality, stable, and safe
driving.

B. Traditional Planning Methods

Autonomous driving planning aims to enable vehicles to
safely reach the target position from the starting point while
satisfying global and local constraints [12]. In autonomous
driving systems, grid maps are often used to represent the
occupancy status of the vehicle’s surrounding environment.
Currently, various algorithms have been applied to the develop-
ment of autonomous vehicles, which can be broadly classified
into graph search algorithms [13], [14], random sampling
search algorithms, interpolation curve planning algorithms,
and numerical optimization algorithms [15], [16], [17], [18].

The Dijkstra algorithm is a graph search algorithm used
to find the shortest path from a single source in a graph.
It performs a breadth-first search from the starting point,
examining the occupancy status of the vehicle and surrounding
grids. This algorithm is capable of finding the shortest path
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between any two points in the graph, ensuring that an optimal
path from the current position of the self-driving vehicle to
the planning target endpoint is generated when a feasible
path exists. In the field of autonomous driving, the Dijkstra
algorithm has been practically applied in the Darpa Urban
Challenge [19]. The advantage of this algorithm is that it can
generate the best planning path in a static semantic map with
road information.

The A-star (A* algorithm) is a heuristic graph search
algorithm that improves upon the Dijkstra algorithm. The A*
algorithm achieves more efficient search by defining weights
for nodes. The A* algorithm performs well when global map
information is available, but as the map size increases, its
search cost grows exponentially, making it less effective in
handling large-scale planning problems.

The state grid planning method discretizes continuous space
into a state grid map, reducing the planning complexity in real
space. In the state grid, the connection between each vertex is
based on the vehicle’s kinematic model, thus ensuring that all
paths are practically feasible [20]. This method incorporates
kinematic constraints into the ordinary grid map, ensuring the
continuity of states.

The Rapidly-exploring Random Tree (RRT) algorithm is a
planning algorithm based on random sampling. It takes the
current position of the vehicle as the root node and generates a
random expansion tree by randomly selecting reachable points
as new leaf nodes, allowing the search tree to continuously
grow towards the planning target endpoint, thus finding a
feasible path. The RRT algorithm allows for rapid planning
in semi-structured spaces, generating feasible solutions in a
short time and converging asymptotically to optimal solutions
[21]. However, as actual vehicles may not be able to move
exactly according to the path required by the random search
tree, it is often necessary to incorporate constraints such as
steering angles and use interpolation methods to smooth the
initial path in practical applications [22].

The Probabilistic Roadmap (PRM) algorithm is another
planning algorithm based on sampling. It randomly generates
a large number of nodes in the search space and connects
them. Then, a collision-free path from the starting point to the
endpoint is selected in the completed graph, forming a feasible
trajectory.

Interpolation curve planning methods require predetermined
nodes, and then use interpolation algorithms to generate navi-
gation trajectories that satisfy trajectory continuity and vehicle
kinematic constraints. The advantage of this method is that it
can generate smooth curved paths while ensuring continuous
and smooth velocity and acceleration [23], making it suitable
for scenarios with high requirements for obstacle avoidance,
path quality, and trajectory comfort. However, for non-standard
parking spaces or complex environments, the effectiveness of
interpolation curve planning methods may be limited [24].

The two-arc method and the arc-line combination method
can be collectively referred to as geometric curve methods,
which are concise and widely used parking path planning
methods. They take two arcs as the basic path, directly
connecting the two arcs or connecting them with a straight
line [25]. However, this approach may result in curvature

discontinuity points, making the planned path have discon-
tinuous curvature and not satisfying the vehicle’s kinematic
constraints. Therefore, in practical applications, it is still nec-
essary to combine other interpolation curve planning methods
to smooth the curvature discontinuity points [26].

Trajectory planning for automatic parking utilizes vari-
ous algorithms, including the clothoid curve planning that
employs the Fresnel integral-defined clothoid curve to plan
paths [27]. This curve is capable of defining trajectories
with linearly varying curvature, enabling a smooth transition
between curved and straight sections of the trajectory. This
method is easy to implement and generates paths with high
approximation accuracy.

Polynomial planning methods satisfy longitudinal and lat-
eral constraints using polynomials of different degrees, gen-
erating safe planned trajectories [28]. They excel in fitting
position, angle, and curvature constraints.

Spline planning methods utilize segmented polynomial pa-
rameters and generate high-order continuously differentiable
polynomials through linear combinations of spline basis func-
tions to accomplish trajectory fitting. This approach can gen-
erate highly smooth trajectories with good smoothness at
the connection points of spline segments. Currently, spline
planning methods such as cubic spline curves, Bezier curves,
and B-spline curves [29], [30] have been widely applied in
autonomous driving projects for various scenarios, including
mining and passenger transportation [31].

Numerical optimization-based parking path planning meth-
ods seek optimal paths by minimizing or maximizing functions
subject to constrained variables. However, this method is
notably disadvantageous due to its long computation time
and low efficiency, thus it has not been widely adopted for
parking planning tasks. It is typically used for smoothing
initial trajectories or in scenarios with stringent kinematic
constraints.

In addition to path planning algorithms, academia is also
exploring the use of machine learning algorithms to achieve
automatic parking functionality. For instance, a research group
from Jiangsu University attempted to utilize BP neural net-
works to construct a driver model to simulate parking behavior.
Meanwhile, researchers have also proposed using genetic
algorithms to train vehicles to park in simulation environments
[32], [33], but their achievements are only applicable to very
simple standard parking spaces and are difficult to handle
complex underground garage scenarios with multiple obsta-
cles. Training neural networks is not only time-consuming but
also computationally intensive. More importantly, collecting
a large amount of high-quality driving data for training is a
significant challenge. Currently, publicly available high-quality
datasets are relatively scarce. Although machine learning-
based automatic parking controllers exhibit good performance
in some aspects, they have not significantly surpassed tradi-
tional path planning-based automatic parking algorithms in
terms of performance. Their generalization and robustness still
need to be improved when facing complex environments such
as underground garages. Therefore, in developing automatic
parking planning and control methods under local maps,
machine learning-based parking methods do not need to be
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Method Advantages Disadvantages
Graph Search Algorithms
Dijkstra [19] Ensures generation of optimal paths Inefficient algorithm execution
A* Heuristic search Paths may not be continuous
State Grid Planning [20] Handles multi-dimensional information High computational cost
Random Sampling Algorithms Quickly generates local optimal solutions Difficulty balancing optimality and real-time performance
RRT [21], [22] Guarantees algorithm convergence Generated trajectories may be discontinuous and uneven
PRM Long obstacle detection time [34]
Interpolation Curve Planning Generates paths with continuous curvature Less effective with many obstacles
Arc-Straight Line [25], [26] Simple calculation Discontinuous curvature
Clothoid Curve Planning [27] Easy tracking control implementation Many control nodes, complex calculations
Polynomial Planning [28] Low computational cost Non-zero curvature at endpoints, requires large space
Spline Planning [29], [30], [31] Low computational cost Difficulty ensuring optimality
Numerical Optimization Meets complex constraint requirements High computational load
Artificial Intelligence [32] Insufficient quality data

Table I: Advantages and Disadvantages of Traditional Planning Methods

the preferred choice.
Common traditional autonomous driving planning methods

and their respective advantages and disadvantages are pre-
sented in Table I:

The aforementioned planning methods have their own lim-
itations, ranging from slow computation speed and unsatis-
factory trajectory generation quality to the need for extensive
high-quality data for training, which is costly and inefficient.
These deficiencies hinder the algorithms from efficiently ac-
complishing underground garage parking tasks relying solely
on existing methods.

In recent years, despite advancements in planning methods,
there has been no revolutionary technological breakthrough. To
further enhance the performance of autonomous driving plan-
ning and automatic parking systems and make them suitable
for the specific scenario of underground garage parking, this
study must explore new planning methods or improve existing
ones. Especially in the context of abandoning high-precision
maps and adopting Bird’s Eye View (BEV) local maps for
planning, the limitations of traditional methods become more
apparent.

The primary difference between local maps and global maps
lies in their real-time requirements. Global path planning is
static, while local path planning is dynamic. Autonomous
vehicles need to continuously perceive the surrounding envi-
ronment during driving, generating rapidly updated local maps
centered on themselves. This requires planning algorithms to
process updated maps in a short time and quickly plan paths
based on the new maps.

However, traditional planning methods often rely on prior
map information. When the environment changes or only
local environmental information is available, they often cannot
handle these changes promptly. This can result in excessive
computation time and suboptimal planning results, which
are unacceptable for automatic parking tasks requiring fine
planning control.

Specifically, the A* algorithm based on graph search is
still not fast enough; the RRT algorithm based on random
sampling may fail to generate suboptimal or feasible paths
when planning time is insufficient or sampling density is low,
and the paths may be discontinuous or non-smooth; the PRM

algorithm has a long computation time in environments with
many obstacles like underground garages and performs poorly
in narrow spaces; interpolation curve planning algorithms have
rapidly increasing computation time in complex environments,
making it difficult to plan feasible routes; while machine
learning-based planning methods face the issue of a lack of
high-quality driving data suitable for local map adaptation.

In summary, this study needs to integrate and improve var-
ious planning algorithms, targeting the real-time requirements
of local maps and the demand for planning accuracy and
trajectory quality in underground garage parking tasks. This
approach can better address the complex and challenging task
of underground garage parking.

III. METHODOLOGY

A. Planning System Design

1) Overall Workflow: This paper proposes an automatic
parking planning and control method based on an improved
A* algorithm. The complete planning process is as follows:

1) Load the grid map generated from real-world environ-
mental information.

2) Establish a vehicle kinematics model and use it to plan a
parking path. This step will be elaborated in subsubsec-
tion III-A2 and subsubsection III-A3.

3) Plan a path from the planning start point to the start-
ing point of the parking path using the improved A*
algorithm. The principle of the A* algorithm will be
introduced in subsubsection III-A4, while the specific
optimization ideas of the algorithm involved in this paper
will be detailed in subsection III-B.

4) After the path is generated, the MPC (Model Predictive
Control) algorithm is used to achieve simulation control.
The MPC planning algorithm used in this paper will be
explained in subsubsection III-A5.

The schematic diagram of the planning process is shown in
Figure 1.

2) Vehicle Kinematic Model:
a) Kinematic Model: To better simulate the vehicle’s

movement, this paper models the vehicle with the following
assumptions:

1) The vehicle does not have vertical movement.
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Figure 1: The pipeline of the proposed parking planning
method. First, BEV map is loaded. Then generate the path
with the improved A* algorithm. Finally, MPC algorithm

generates control instructions

2) The two front wheels have the same or nearly the same
angle and rotational speed, and the same applies to the
two rear wheels.

3) The steering angle of the front wheels controls the
vehicle’s yaw angle.

4) The vehicle body and suspension are rigid bodies.
Since each pair of front and rear wheels has the same state,

it is possible to represent each pair of front and rear wheels
as a single wheel based on the above assumptions. This paper
uses four variables to describe the current state of the vehicle:
x: Horizontal ordinate of the vehicle’s center y: Vertical

ordinate of the vehicle’s center ψ: Yaw angle of the vehicle,
measured as the angle from the x-axis in a counterclockwise
direction v: Speed of the vehicle

Figure 2: Vehicle Kinematic Model

From this, the state vector of the vehicle can be derived:
z = [x, y, v, ψ] (1)

When the vehicle is moving, let the steering angle of
the front wheels be denoted as δ. According to the model
assumptions, the steering angle of the vehicle is also this value.
This study assumes that the rear wheel steering angle is 0,
meaning the rear wheels always face the same direction as
the vehicle body. The slip angle refers to the angle between
the vehicle’s velocity direction and the body orientation. Let
the slip angle be denoted as β. In low-speed scenarios like
parking, β can be considered extremely small and neglected,
so this paper assumes β = 0.

The kinematic constraints for the front and rear wheels are
as follows: {

ẋ sin (ψ + δ)− ẏ cos (ψ + δ) = 0

ẋ sinψ − ẏ cosψ = 0
(2)

By solving these equations, we obtain:{
ẋ = v · cosψ
ẏ = v · sinψ

(3)

�

�

�

x

y

�

�

�
�

�

R

Figure 3: Kinematic Model of a Vehicle

Combining the above results, the model of the vehicle’s
state change at a given moment is:

ẋ = v · cos(ψ)
ẏ = v · sin(ψ)
v̇ = a

ψ̇ = v · tan(δ)/L

(4)

Where a represents the acceleration.
The planning and control algorithm presented in this paper

uses this model to describe the vehicle’s current state and its
state changes during ∆t.

b) Ackermann Steering Geometry: In paragraph III-A2a,
it is assumed that the steering angles of the two front wheels
of a vehicle are equal. However, in reality, these angles are
not identical, and an average is taken to approximate them.
Typically, the angle of the inner tire is slightly larger. The
situation of vehicle steering can be represented by the model
shown in Figure 4. Here, the vehicle is making a normal right
turn, with L representing the wheelbase, W representing the
track width, δi representing the steering angle of the inner
wheel, δo representing the steering angle of the outer wheel, O
representing the center of the vehicle’s turning trajectory, and
R representing the radius of the vehicle’s turning trajectory.
The rear wheels are assumed to maintain the same orientation
as the vehicle.

Figure 4: Ackerman steering model

After simplification, the average steering angle of the front
wheels is denoted as δ = 1

2 (δi + δo), and the model is further
simplified as shown in Figure 5:

This allows us to obtain the minimum turning radius R
when the vehicle is steering.

R =
L

tan δ
(5)

3) Reverse Parking Planning Method:
a) Parking Planning Process: Based on the vehicle dy-

namics model established in subsubsection III-A2 and the
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Figure 5: Ackerman steering model simplification

derived turning model, the minimum turning radius and the
maximum turning capability of the vehicle can be calculated.
Consequently, this information can be utilized to plan a
parking path that aligns with the vehicle dynamics, and the
vehicle state can be described using a four-dimensional vector
z.

The general procedure for the parking path planning method
presented in this paper is as follows:

1) Obtain the parking direction information and call different
reverse parking planning methods according to whether
the vehicle needs to be parked vertically or parallelly.

2) Use geometric curves to plan the reverse parking path.
Different paths are used for vertical and parallel parking.

3) Set the starting point of the reverse parking path as the
new endpoint for the complete path.

4) Delegate the improved A* algorithm to complete the
entire path planning task.

It should be noted that using simple geometric curves to
plan the parking path can result in curvature discontinuities at
the junctions between straight lines and circular arcs, as well
as at the connections of two circular arcs [35]. This situation
does not meet the requirements for parking control. Therefore,
it is necessary to use spline functions to fit and optimize the
junctions of the path segments.

b) Vertical Parking: For the convenience of evacuation,
anti-theft, and easy charging for new energy vehicles, it is
often preferred to park a car with the front facing outwards
when parking in a perpendicular parking space. Therefore, the
vertical parking scenario proposed in this paper refers to: a car
parking into a standard vertical parking space with its front
facing outwards by reversing. This method is undoubtedly
concise and effective, and its rationality has been verified in
multiple papers [44].

The planned path is divided into two parts:
1) Utilizing the car’s dimensional information, the obstacle

information near the parking space, and the turning radius
calculated using the Ackermann steering geometry, an
obstacle-free path is planned to allow the car to drive
out of the parking space.

2) A straight line is connected to the end of the path,
and then smoothed using a Bezier curve, serving as a
safeguard path.

By concatenating and reversing the two path segments, the
path for vertical parking is formed. This path ensures collision-
free navigation and compliance with kinematic constraints.
The endpoint P of the safeguard path becomes the new
endpoint for the path planner.

The necessity of planning a safeguard path lies in providing
the car with sufficient space to complete the reversing maneu-
ver through continuous control commands.

Figure 6: Vertical parking path

c) Parallel Parking: The same approach of retrieving the
vehicle’s exit path based on the parking space and reversing
it is also adopted for parallel parking. Additionally, parallel
parking requires both continuous parking trajectories and no
collisions with the parking space. The reversing trajectory can
be simplified as Figure 7:

Figure 7: Parallel parking path

Based on the above model, the vehicle’s exit path during
parking can be simplified into two tangent arcs. During specific
planning, this method will add a straight line segment at
the end of the exit trajectory, similar to subsection V-A, and
smoothen the entire path using Bezier curves.

For vertical parking, the legality of the parking space itself
can be judged by calculating the length of the space. However,
parallel parking requires additional calculation of the length
constraint of the parking space. According to the Ackermann
steering model mentioned in paragraph III-A2b, the car needs
to meet the minimum turning radius limitation when turning.
At this time, the instantaneous rotation center lies on the
same line as the rear wheels’ connection [36]. Meanwhile, the
parallel parking scenario also needs to consider the maximum
turning radius constraint. Taking the instantaneous rotation
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center at the start as the center, a circle with a certain radius
is drawn. When the vertex A of the car and the boundary P
of the parking space are on the same arc, the radius minus
half of the car’s wheelbase represents the maximum turning
radius Rmax. A sufficient condition for a legal parallel parking
space is that the car’s turning radius is less than the maximum
turning radius. Therefore, if the minimum turning radius R
calculated based on the Ackermann steering model is still
greater than Rmax, it indicates that the car cannot park into
the space without collisions.

Figure 8: Collision constraint

Under the condition of satisfying the constraint, two arcs
can be planned as the parking path. It is necessary to note that
using methods such as Bezier curves to fit the collision-free
parking path into the final path is essential. This is because
there will be a sudden change in the steering angle at the joint
of the two arcs.

4) Principle of A* Algorithm:
a) Introduction to A* Algorithm: In subsubsec-

tion III-A3, this method has planned the path for the vehicle
to reverse and park into a parking space, and obtained the
starting point of the parking path. However, there is still a
distance between the planning starting point and the starting
point of the parking path. This solution adopts an improved
A* algorithm, using the planning starting point as the origin
and the starting point of the parking path as the destination,
to complete the planning of this distance. Then, the two path
segments are concatenated and optimized comprehensively to
obtain the final planned path.

The A* algorithm was first proposed in the last century
[37] and has been applied in various fields such as automatic
navigation, pathfinding for space exploration rovers, electronic
games, and more since its inception. The A* algorithm com-
bines a heuristic method similar to BFS with the conventional
graph search algorithm, Dijkstra’s algorithm. The BFS heuris-
tic method, which fully adopts a greedy strategy, often falls
into local optimal solutions but has fast computational speed.
Dijkstra’s algorithm has slow computational speed when the
problem size is large, but it can guarantee the optimal solution.
The A* algorithm combines the advantages of both, ensuring
that the shortest path is generated in less time than Dijkstra’s
algorithm.

b) Heuristic Evaluation Function: The A* algorithm
is essentially an optimized Dijkstra graph search algorithm.
For search algorithms, to reduce the number of useless node

expansions during the search for the best path, the algorithm
must be able to intelligently select the "best" node. Therefore,
an efficient search algorithm needs a way to evaluate the
current node to be checked and then find a better node, rather
than traversing all nodes to be checked aimlessly.

The A* algorithm achieves selective search by evaluating
the node’s quality through a heuristic evaluation function.
This aspect makes its performance superior to the Dijkstra
algorithm, with faster speed and fewer searched nodes.

The A* algorithm calculates node priority using the follow-
ing function:

f(n) = g(n) + h(n) (6)

Where: f(n) represents the total cost of the node. When
calculating the next search target, the A* algorithm always
selects the node with the lowest total cost among the nodes to
be checked.
g(n) represents the cost from the starting point to node n,

which is the cost already incurred from the planning start point
to node n.
h(n) represents the estimated cost from node n to the

planning endpoint, serving as the heuristic function of the A*
algorithm.

In grid maps, three heuristic functions are often used to
represent the estimated cost, and different heuristic functions
need to be selected based on the movement characteristics of
the navigating object.

1) Manhattan Distance
Manhattan distance represents the total length of the path
from one point to another when only moving up, down,
left, or right is allowed.
The Manhattan distance calculation formula is:

L = |x1 − x2|+ |y1 − y2| (7)
Illustrate with a figure showing the path from red (start)
to blue (end) using Manhattan distance:

Figure 9: Manhattan Distance generated Path

2) Diagonal Distance
Diagonal distance represents the total length of the path
from one point to another when moving in eight di-
rections is allowed. The path using diagonal distance is
illustrated below:

3) Euclidean Distance
Euclidean distance represents the total length of the path
from one point to another when moving in any direction
is allowed.
The Euclidean distance calculation formula is:

L =
√

(x1 − x2)2 + (y1 − y2)2 (8)
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Figure 10: Diagonal Distance generated Path

Euclidean distance is the common distance calculation
formula in daily life, and the illustration of the Euclidean
distance path is as follows:

Figure 11: Euclidean Distance generated Path

Common implementations of the A* algorithm will select
one of these three distances based on the specific situation of
the planning problem, set up a heuristic function, and calculate
the node cost accordingly.

c) A* Algorithm Process: A* algorithm performs the
search process and path generation for nodes in a map by
maintaining two node lists - the open list and the closed list.
The overall process of the algorithm is outlined as follows:

1) Add the planning start point to the open list.
2) Repeat the following steps until a stopping condition is

met:
a) Iterate through the open list, find the node with the

lowest F value, and set it as the current node. The F
value represents the total cost of the node, as mentioned
in paragraph III-A4b.

b) Remove the currently searched node from the open list
and add it to the closed list.

c) Examine all adjacent reachable nodes of the current
node, handling them differently based on the situation:
i. If an adjacent node is unreachable or already in the

closed list, ignore it.
ii. If an adjacent node is not in the open list, add it

to the open list, set its parent node as the current
node, and calculate the node cost.

iii. If an adjacent node is already in the open list,
check its current node cost to determine if the path
through the current node is better. If it is, update
the parent node of the adjacent node to the current
node and update the node cost accordingly.

d) Stop when one of the following conditions is met:
i. The planning destination is added to the open list,

indicating that a path to the goal has been found.

ii. The destination is not reached, and the open list is
empty, indicating that there are no more expandable
nodes, and the planning fails.

3) Starting from the destination point, backtrack along each
node’s parent node until returning to the start point,
thus obtaining the complete path from the start to the
destination.

This algorithm was significantly advanced at the time be-
cause it inherited the advantages of both Dijkstra’s algorithm
and BFS algorithm. However, today, the original version of
the A* algorithm cannot meet the planning requirements of
new scenarios. To adapt traditional methods to the automatic
parking planning task under local maps, this study decided
to select the A* algorithm as the foundation and improve it,
focusing on enhancing its planning speed and trajectory quality
to meet the specific requirements of automatic parking tasks.

The improved A* algorithm proposed in this paper will
optimize each step of the above process. For step 2a), this
paper recalculates the node cost by optimizing the heuris-
tic function introduced in subsubsection III-B1 and reduces
the time complexity of the algorithm using the binary heap
optimization described in subsubsection III-B2. For step 2c),
the neighborhood expansion method is used to increase the
search range of each search, reducing the number of searches
and the total number of path nodes. This step will be
introduced in subsubsection III-B3. Additionally, the self-
vehicle volume is introduced, and the node reachability is
calculated by dynamically loading the obstacle map, allowing
the planned path to consider the vehicle’s size and improve
planning speed. The optimization content will be specifically
presented in subsubsection III-B4. For the complete search
process of the A* algorithm, the bidirectional search method
introduced in subsubsection III-B5 is adopted to effectively
reduce the problem scale. After path planning is completed,
Bézier curve optimization described in subsubsection III-B6
is used to improve the trajectory quality of the complete
planned path. Moreover, the method described in this paper
also supports planning when the destination is illegal, which
will be explained in subsubsection III-B7.

5) MPC Control Algorithm:
a) Control Signals: After the planning algorithm gen-

erates an automatic parking path, this method utilizes the
MPC control algorithm to achieve simulation control, track
the vehicle’s driving status, and evaluate the trajectory quality
generated by the planning algorithm.

The kinematic model of the vehicle has been described in
paragraph III-A2a. Based on this kinematic model, the control
commands that the controller needs to output are:

u = [a, δ] (9)
Where a is the acceleration of the vehicle, and the controller

adjusts the engine output and brake force to control the
vehicle’s acceleration. δ is the steering angle of the vehicle,
and the controller adjusts the steering wheel and tire angles to
control the vehicle’s steering angle. Therefore, the controller
can use these two variables to describe the vehicle’s control
input.

b) Introduction to MPC Control Algorithm: This paper
employs Model Predictive Control (MPC) as the autonomous
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driving control algorithm.
The MPC algorithm mainly consists of three steps:

1) Based on the current state and system model, predict the
system’s state over a future period.

2) Using the prediction results, numerically optimize the
control sequence to find an optimal set of control se-
quences.

3) Apply the first generated control command as the actual
control signal.

These three steps are repeated at each sampling time, per-
forming optimization and prediction cyclically. New measure-
ment data will be used to update the optimization problem and
solve it again, ensuring that the MPC algorithm can respond
to system changes in real-time. The constantly updated data
and states guarantee the real-time and accuracy of the MPC
algorithm.

The main advantage of MPC compared to traditional control
methods lies in its high real-time performance. Instead of
using a global optimization objective to calculate all control
commands, predictive control methods calculate the current
real-time optimal strategy separately for each time period. In
contrast, traditional methods typically pre-solve a set of control
commands and apply the entire set to system control. Even
if external conditions change or the system fails to perfectly
follow the control commands, traditional methods cannot make
timely corrections. MPC is more flexible and adaptable, better
able to cope with system uncertainties.

Figure 12: MPC flow chart

At each sampling time, MPC solves the optimization prob-
lem with the following objective function:

min J(y, u) =
∑N

k=1 |y(t+ k)− yd(t+ k)|

s.t.


y(t+ 1) = f(y(k), u(t))
u(t) = [a, δ]
amin ≤ a ≤ amax

δmin ≤ δ ≤ δmax

(10)

The meaning of the objective function is to minimize the
difference between the system state and the desired state
(i.e., the penalty function value) over the next time steps.
This method introduces constraints on the vehicle control
commands, considering the upper and lower limits. This
also reflects real-world conditions—the vehicle cannot have
arbitrarily large accelerations or steering wheel angles.

c) Control Requirements for Autonomous Parking: Au-
tomated parking tasks are often completed in parking garages,
such as underground garages. subsection II-A has already
described the characteristics of typical scenarios for automated

parking tasks, namely, narrow spaces, numerous obstacles,
and directional restrictions for parking spaces. Therefore, the
automated parking control system needs to optimize the output
control instructions accordingly, ensuring that the vehicle’s
parking trajectory is continuous in curvature, smooth in oper-
ation, with minimal steering, and stable in driving trajectory.

To meet these control requirements, a penalty function for
the MPC control algorithm is specifically designed in this
paper. The aim is to enhance the performance of the control
algorithm and achieve better parking control effects.

d) Cost Function Design: Based on the control require-
ments of the automated parking task, the penalty function is
designed with four components:

1) Any acceleration or deceleration of the vehicle using the
engine or brakes has a cost, i.e., the non-zero portion of
u has a cost.

2) If the vehicle’s motion state must be changed, it is
desired that the difference between control instructions
at consecutive sampling moments is minimized, i.e.,
|u(t+ 1)− u(t)| has a cost.

3) The actual position of the vehicle should be as close as
possible to the position required by the planned path, thus
∥ D(t) − Z(t) ∥2 should be included in the cost. Here,
D(t) = [xd(t) yd(t)] represents the expected position
of the vehicle at time t on the planned path, and Z(t) =
[x(t) y(t)] represents the actual position of the vehicle
at time t.

4) When approaching the endpoint, it is desired that the
vehicle aligns itself with the parking space, thus |ψ−ψd|
should be incorporated into the cost. Here, ψd represents
the desired orientation of the vehicle when parking.

From this, the objective function expression can be derived
as:

minJ(y, u) =

N∑
k=1

W1[u(t+ k)]2+

W2 ∥ [u(t+ k + 1)− u(t+ k)] ∥22 +

W3 ∥ [D(t+ k)− Z(t+ k)] ∥22 +

mW4(ψ(t+ k)− ψd)
2

(11)

Where, W1,W2 and W3 are the weight matrices for the
control cost, control instruction difference cost, and control
position error cost, respectively. W4 is the weight for the pose
error.m determines whether to require the vehicle to quickly
align its position, and is activated when the vehicle approaches
the endpoint. The expression is:{

m = 0 distance(now, goal) ≥ d

m = 1 distance(now, goal) < d
(12)

if the distance between the current vehicle position and the
planned endpoint is less than d, m take 1, urge the vehicle to
adjust the position quickly.

During simulation experiments, the cost function is imple-
mented using the Python language.

B. Algorithm Improvement Strategies

1) Heuristic Function Optimization:
a) Search Tendency Optimization: The core of the A*

algorithm that enables it to continuously expand nodes towards
the goal and ultimately connect them into a complete path lies
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in the heuristic function that evaluates the future cost of a node.
Therefore, if the optimal node always has a significantly better
cost, it can reduce the algorithm’s hesitation during the search
process, enabling it to constantly progress along the optimal
node without wasting time examining useless nodes. Hence,
the design of the heuristic function is the essential content of
the A* algorithm.

In the physical world, a car has the ability to move in
any direction, rather than being restricted to moving only
up, down, left, or right. Therefore, in this study, among
the three heuristic functions mentioned in paragraph III-A4b,
the Euclidean distance is chosen as the heuristic function
to describe the estimated cost from the current node to the
planning goal.

The method uses the calculation mentioned in para-
graph III-A4b to compute the node cost. Essentially, the node
cost manifests as the 1:1 summation of the actual cost function
g(n) and the heuristic function h(n). If the weight ratio of
these two components is adjusted, the behavior of the A*
algorithm will also change accordingly. Specifically, if the
weight of the actual cost g(n) is increased, the algorithm
will tend to consider the actual cost of the path that has
already been traversed, thus behaving more similarly to Di-
jkstra’s algorithm. When the weight is significantly greater,
the algorithm almost solely considers the actual cost while
disregarding the estimated cost, and in this case, the A* al-
gorithm can be considered to have degenerated into Dijkstra’s
algorithm. Conversely, if the weight of the heuristic function
h(n) is increased, the algorithm will tend to rely more on the
estimated cost to guide the search direction.

Therefore, by adjusting the weight ratio between the actual
cost and the estimated cost, this study can effectively control
whether the A* algorithm’s search behavior favors considering
the actual cost or the estimated cost, thereby reducing unneces-
sary search points and improving search efficiency. Therefore,
the heuristic function is expressed as:

f(n) = g(n) + wh(n) (13)
Where w is the weight coefficient, used to adjust the weight

ratio of g(n) and h(n). This way, the algorithm can flexibly
control the search tendency of the A* algorithm by adjusting
the value of w.

At the beginning of the planning, when the current node is
relatively far from the goal, it is unnecessary to try all possible
paths to obtain the global optimum. Instead, the algorithm
aims to quickly approach the goal with the shortest time
consumption. Therefore, at this stage, the algorithm tends to
search using a greedy strategy to complete the planning task
with minimal time consumption. However, when approaching
the goal, this method hopes that the algorithm can find the
optimal path to meet the requirements of precise planning for
automatic parking tasks and improve the trajectory quality.

The specific implementation strategy is that when the Eu-
clidean distance from a new node to the planning goal is
less than a certain threshold, w < 1 is set to encourage the
algorithm to generate an optimal path. When the new node is
far from the planning goal, w > 1 is set to enable the path to
quickly approach the goal. The specific weight values will be
dynamically adjusted based on the experimental test results.

Figure 13: The algorithm gets tied up when multiple paths
have the same cost

b) Node Comparison Optimization: One of the key fac-
tors that can degrade the performance of the A* algorithm is its
tendency to get "tied up" when expanding nodes with the same
f(n) value. When multiple paths have the same current node
cost, the algorithm will search these paths indiscriminately,
even though in reality, only one of them needs to be explored.
As shown in Figure 13, the algorithm may consider the paths
from A and B to have the same cost, and thus attempt to plan to
the goal from both of these paths sequentially. To improve this
situation, the algorithm needs to make a choice among nodes
with the same heuristic function value to avoid unnecessary
search overhead.

To achieve this selection, a slight offset p can be added
to the estimated cost h(n). The role of this offset p is to
determine the priority by comparing the estimated costs h(n)
of nodes when their f(n) values are the same. Since nodes
closer to the goal typically have smaller estimated function
values h(n), adding a slight offset p to the estimated cost
ensures that nodes closer to the goal have a slightly better
heuristic function value f(n), thus being prioritized by the
algorithm. At the same time, because the offset is small, it
does not significantly affect the established search tendency
and interfere with normal node search.

Therefore, the cost function of a node can be expressed in
form (14):

f(n) = g(n) + (w + p) · h(n) (14)

By doing so, the heuristic function can be further optimized,
enabling the algorithm to quickly select one path among
multiple nodes with the same cost, reducing unnecessary
search behavior, and further improving the search efficiency
of the A* algorithm.

2) Binary Heap Optimization: In subsubsection III-B1, the
design of the heuristic function is discussed. In each step of
the A* algorithm’s expansion process, the cost of the nodes
in the current open list is calculated based on the heuristic
cost function, and the node with the lowest cost is selected
for the next expansion. Throughout the search process, the
algorithm iterates over the entire open list multiple times, with
each iteration having a time complexity of O(n), resulting in
significant overall time consumption. Therefore, if the time
complexity of selecting the optimal solution in each operation
can be reduced, theoretically, the overall time efficiency of
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the algorithm can be improved by reducing the time spent
searching for the optimal node in the open list.

A binary heap, as a special tree structure, is stored in an
array form, with its root element always being the maximum or
minimum value among all elements in the heap. The reason for
choosing a binary heap lies in its ability to efficiently handle
problems involving maximum or minimum values.

Both the insertion and deletion operations of a binary
heap have a time complexity of O(logn), and maintaining
its relative order also requires only O(logn) time. By using
a binary heap to store the open list, the operation of iterating
through the entire table can be replaced by retrieving the root
element and reorganizing the heap, reducing the time com-
plexity of selecting the optimal node from O(n) to O(logn).
This characteristic makes the binary heap play a significant
role in reducing the time complexity of the A* algorithm.

The proposed method utilizes binary heap optimization to
reduce the time complexity of selecting the optimal node in
each step of the A* algorithm. The improved A* algorithm
presented in this paper replaces the list with a min-heap data
structure as the open list to store node data. When selecting
the optimal node, it only requires simply retrieving the root
element of the min-heap and reorganizing the heap, without
iterating through the entire open list. When adding a new node
to the open list, there is also no need to sort the entire open
list.

3) Neighborhood Expansion: The improved A* algorithm
selects the node at the top of the open list heap as the new
current node. Next, the adjacent nodes of the current node are
checked to determine if they can be added to the open list.
This paper adopts a neighborhood expansion method to adjust
the adjacent node search strategy.

The idea of neighborhood expansion is to increase the
search range during each node expansion to reduce the number
of searches. The goal is to reduce the number of nodes on
the final generated planning path and decrease the turning
amplitude between nodes, thus making the planning path
smoother.

Conventional A* algorithms often utilize four-neighborhood
or eight-neighborhood searches. When only allowing move-
ment in the forward, backward, left, and right directions,
Manhattan distance is used as the heuristic function, and
the algorithm typically conducts a four-neighborhood search,
attempting to add the four adjacent nodes above, below, left,
and right to the open list in each search. When allowing
movement in eight directions, diagonal distance is used as
the heuristic function, and the algorithm typically conducts
an eight-neighborhood search, attempting to add the eight
surrounding adjacent nodes to the open list in each search.

The schematic diagram of the traditional eight-
neighborhood search is shown in Figure 14. Among
them, the red star represents the location of the ego-vehicle
on the grid map, and the pink squares represent the possible
next positions to be searched.

This algorithm performs a neighborhood expansion opera-
tion based on the traditional A* algorithm, expanding it to a
sixteen-neighborhood search. The specific expansion method
is shown in Figure 15. Since the automatic parking planning

Figure 14: Traditional Eight-Neighborhood Search

algorithm based on real-world scenarios does not need to be
limited by the direction of movement. Real cars can make
smaller turns when moving.

Figure 15: Nodes to be Searched after Neighborhood
Expansion

Although the neighborhood expansion method reduces the
number of nodes in the final generated path, making it
smoother, it increases the planning time consumption due to
the need to search more adjacent nodes each time. Moreover,
the neighborhood expansion planning method may lead the
planner to generate phantom paths, requiring the car to pass
through small obstacles. Therefore, whether to use neigh-
borhood expansion should be considered based on specific
usage scenarios. In the task studied in this paper, the map
space is narrow with many obstacles, and high requirements
for planning real-time performance. Therefore, neighborhood
expansion can be used as an optional strategy rather than the
default strategy.

4) Introducing Vehicle Volume: In subsubsection III-B3,
this paper discusses the selection strategy for the list of
adjacent nodes. After obtaining the list of adjacent nodes for
the current node, the A* algorithm determines whether these
adjacent nodes are legitimate and can be added to the open
list for further search.

There are two scenarios where an adjacent node is consid-
ered illegitimate:

1) The adjacent node is already in the closed list. This
indicates that the node has been searched before, and
there is no need to redo the search.

2) There is an obstacle at or near the adjacent node, pre-
venting the ego-vehicle from reaching it.

Traditional A* algorithms abstract robots as points without
volume. However, in real automatic parking scenarios, cars
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Figure 16: Trajectories closely sticking to walls and crossing
corners

Figure 17: Sparse Obstacle Map

definitely have a volume. Some situations that may occur in
traditional A* algorithms, such as paths crossing corners or
paths sticking closely to walls, are unacceptable in automatic
parking tasks. If a car follows such a path, collisions or
scratches are inevitable. Therefore, this method takes the car’s
volume into consideration.

Consequently, the second scenario of illegitimate adjacent
nodes in the improved A* algorithm is expanded to include:
there are obstacles at or near the adjacent node, preventing the
ego-vehicle from approaching it.

To determine whether a car can reach a node without an
obstacle, the algorithm needs to further calculate the drivable
area based on the obstacle map. As cars cannot actually reach
areas too close to obstacles, the car’s outline would collide or
scratch if its center reached those areas.

In the 2020-2021 Rahneshan Autonomous Vehicle Competi-
tion, the winning team [38] also took the ego-vehicle’s volume
into account during planning. Their method involved iterating
through each position on the grid map during map loading,
comparing it with stored obstacle information, drawing a circle
with each grid point as the center and the car’s size as
the radius, and determining if there are obstacles near each
position to calculate whether each position in the map allows
the car to pass. This algorithm has a time complexity of
O(n3), theoretically resulting in poor performance. However,
the reason this method could be used is that the project
employed a sparse obstacle map as shown in Figure 17,
reducing the data scale to maintain the running speed within
an acceptable range.

However, maps generated based on the real world contain
far more obstacles than manually created simulation maps.

Therefore, the time consumption of the algorithm used in
this project would rapidly expand to an unacceptable level.
Figure 18 shows a grid map converted from a real-world
scenario, which is a local map generated by the ego-vehicle’s
perception module. The black areas represent non-drivable
regions, while the white areas represent drivable roads. It can
be observed that in automatic parking scenarios, the drivable
areas are very narrow, and most of the area is occupied
by various obstacles. Therefore, a more advanced algorithm
must be used to calculate the traversability of nodes while
considering the ego-vehicle’s volume.

Figure 18: Grid Map Converted from a Real-World Scenario

Cars are longer from front to back and narrower from left to
right, but the need to open car doors must also be considered.
Therefore, a circle is used as an approximation. A necessary
and sufficient condition for a node to be impassable is that
there are obstacles within the range of a circle centered on that
node and with a radius representing the size of the vehicle.

The proposed algorithm flow in this paper is outlined as
follows:

1) Initialize an obstacle matrix to indicate whether each
grid cell on the grid map is traversable. Each element
in the matrix can have three possible values: -1, 0, and
1, representing impassable, unknown, and traversable,
respectively.

2) When expanding the current node, if the grid where the
current node is located is recorded as traversable in the
obstacle matrix, calculate the node cost normally; if it is
recorded as impassable, ignore this node.

3) If it is unknown whether the current node is traversable,
take the current node as the center and the vehicle size as
the radius, iterate through each point within the circle, and
check whether these points have obstacles based on prior
obstacle position information. If there is an obstacle at
any point within the circle, record this grid as impassable
in the obstacle matrix and ignore this node; if there are
no obstacles within the circular area, record this grid as
traversable in the obstacle matrix and calculate the node
cost normally.

The advantage of this algorithm is apparent: by integrating
the calculation of node traversability with the A* algorithm’s
search process, it successfully achieves dynamic computation
of the obstacle matrix. This avoids calculating the traversabil-
ity of all nodes, significantly reducing the problem scale and
lowering the algorithm’s time complexity.
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5) Bidirectional Search: The previous sections have im-
plemented improvements to the search efficiency of the A*
algorithm, but the overall problem size of the A* algorithm
has not been reduced. Therefore, the A* algorithm is further
optimized using a bidirectional search strategy.

Since the time consumption of the A* algorithm increases
exponentially with the expansion of the problem size, an
optimization method that can effectively reduce the search
space and improve algorithm performance in theory is the
bidirectional search algorithm. Bidirectional A* starts from the
start and end points simultaneously, significantly reducing the
problem size that each needs to handle. The general algorithm
flow is as follows:

1) During initialization, the current node 1 starts searching
from the start point towards the end point, and the current
node 2 starts searching from the end point towards the
start point.

2) During each search process, the current node expands
towards the node with the lowest cost in the closed list
of the other side.

3) If the two closed lists overlap during the search, recur-
sively search for parent nodes from the overlapping point
towards the planning start and end points to calculate the
final path.

4) If the open list of a current node is empty during the
search, indicating that it cannot be further expanded, this
means that no path can be found between the planning
start and end points, and the algorithm terminates.

The bidirectional A* algorithm and the basic A* algorithm
have a significant difference besides the different problem sizes
caused by unidirectional and bidirectional searches: the target
point for expanding nodes in each step of the bidirectional A*
algorithm is constantly changing. When expanding nodes in
the basic A* algorithm, the heuristic function always calculates
the estimated cost from that node to the planning end point.
However, in the bidirectional A* algorithm, each direction uses
the estimated distance from the current node to the node with
the lowest cost in the other direction as the heuristic cost.
This difference results in a strong tendency for the two current
nodes of the bidirectional A* algorithm to move closer to each
other, ensuring that the two paths from the start to the end and
from the end to the start of the bidirectional A* algorithm can
definitely be connected into a complete path.

6) Bezier Curve Trajectory Optimization:
a) Bezier Curve: This paper has discussed the optimiza-

tion content of the improved A* algorithm applied in the plan-
ning process in subsubsection III-B1 to subsubsection III-B5.
These optimizations reduce the algorithm’s time complexity
while also considering the actual size of the vehicle. However,
the algorithm still relies on graph search on a grid map,
resulting in paths filled with sharp corners, and discontinuities
exist at the junctions of the planned path and the parking path.
To address these issues, the improved A* algorithm applies the
extended Bézier curve method, specifically the B-spline curve,
to interpolate and optimize the path after path planning.

Paths directly obtained from A* on a grid map often
exhibit numerous sharp line segments and large turning angles.
However, modern vehicles are unable to make such sharp

Figure 19: ELine segment formed by three points

Figure 20: Drawing a Bézier curve with three control points

turns, and these sharp lines will inevitably have a significant
impact on the parking behavior. To enable the vehicle to travel
smoothly along the trajectory, it is necessary to smooth the
path generated by the A* algorithm. The purpose of curve
smoothing is to eliminate unnecessary turns, reduce turning
angles, optimize trajectory quality, and ensure continuous
curvature, thus improving the usability of the path.

The Bézier curve is a tool for fitting line segments and can
generate a fitting curve based on control points on the line
segments.

Assuming that there are three points P0, P1, and P2 forming
a line segment, we wish to generate a curve based on these
three points. In this case, P0, P1, and P2 are the control points
of the Bézier curve, and the generation of the curve is entirely
related to these three points.

Taking a point Q0 on P0P1, a point Q1 on P1P2, and
connecting them, then taking a point on Q0Q1 such that:

P0Q0

P0P1
=
P1Q1

P1P2
=

Q0P

Q0Q1
(15)

We successfully use the positional information of P0, P1,
and P2 to describe the positional information of point P . The
value of this equation represents the proportional distance of
the moving point from a control point on the adjacent line
segment.

By traversing all possible positions of the moving point,
i.e., letting the value of the above equation take all numbers
between 0 and 1, we have the following formula:

P0Q0

P0P1
=
P1Q1

P1P2
=

Q0P

Q0Q1
= t, t ∈ [0, 1] (16)

Connecting all positions of point P at time t ∈ [0, 1] forms
a curve, which is the Bézier curve.

When describing the position of each moving point individ-
ually, we have the following formula:

Q0 = (1− t)P0 + tP1

Q1 = (1− t)P1 + tP2

P = (1− t)Q0 + tQ1

(17)
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Extending this to cases with more control points, we can
obtain the general formula for the Bézier curve:

P (t) =

n∑
i=0

PiBi,n(t), t ∈ [0, 1] (18)

Where Bi,n(t) is called the Bernstein basis function, and
its expression is as follows:

Bi,n(t) =

(
n
i

)
ti(1− t)n−i, i ∈ [0, · · · , n] (19)

b) B-spline Curve: While the Bézier method indeed pos-
sesses numerous advantages, it also exhibits some limitations:

1) The order of the Bézier curve is directly limited by the
number of vertices in the characteristic polygon. Once
the number of vertices increases, the computational cost
escalates rapidly.

2) The Bézier curve demands high smoothness, which com-
plicates the process of splicing. Merging two Bézier
curves can be challenging to achieve a smoothly con-
nected new curve.

3) Local modifications are not feasible. Adjusting any part
of the curve may affect the entire curve, resulting in a
"butterfly effect" that is undesirable in certain application
scenarios.

However, the B-spline method successfully overcomes these
three major drawbacks while inheriting all the advantages of
the Bézier method. B-spline curves are extensions of Bézier
curves, offering greater efficiency and flexibility in handling
local modifications, complex curves, and large datasets.

The general formula for B-spline curves is as follows:

P (t) =

n∑
i=0

PiBi,k(t) (20)

where
k = 0, Bi,0(t) =

{
1, t ∈ [ti, ti + 1]
0, Otherwise

k > 0, Bi,k(t) =
t−ti

ti+k−ti
Bi,k−1(t)+

ti+k+1−t
ti+k+1−ti+1

Bi+1,k−1(t)

(21)

The formula for B-spline curves is similar to that of Bézier
curves, but it can be noticed that the subscript n of the
Bernstein basis function has been replaced by the k of B-spline
basis function, indicating that the degree of the polynomial of
the B-spline is not related to the number of control vertices
but is defined by the user. Moreover, the weights t are no
longer continuous values but a discrete list of control point
positions. For instance, the control point list t can take value
as {0, 19 ,

2
9 ,

3
9 ,

4
9 ,

5
9 ,

6
9 ,

7
9 ,

8
9 , 1}. Consequently, m + 1 nodes

t0, t1, · · · , tm successfully divide the curve into m segments.
Utilizing B-spline curves, the path composed of multiple

line segments generated by the A* algorithm can be effec-
tively smoothed. The processed path ensures smoothness and
continuity.

In this paper, a series of points are selected from the initially
planned path with numerous unsmooth corners based on a
predefined sampling rate, serving as control points for the
B-spline curve. Through these control points, the algorithm
constructs a smooth B-spline curve. The interpolated and
smoothed curve is then taken as the final path generated by
the planning algorithm. This approach significantly improves
the smoothness of the path generated by the A* algorithm,

enhancing the driving efficiency and trajectory stability of the
vehicle in automatic parking environments.

7) Unreachable Parking Spots: While the previous sections
assumed that the input data for planning is legal and correct,
this is not always the case in reality, and the proposed method
needs to account for fault tolerance in case of illegal input
data.

Due to the narrowness of underground garages, the auto-
matic parking planning module often encounters situations
where the parking spot is unreachable. This could be due
to incorrect parking space coordinates output by upstream
modules or too many obstacles near the parking space, leaving
insufficient space for the vehicle to complete the reverse
parking maneuver. Therefore, a strategy must be designed to
enable the planning module to attempt parking planning even
when the parking spot is unreachable.

This paper implements an attempt at planning when the
parking spot is unreachable by maintaining a temporary op-
timal node during the A* algorithm search process. While
expanding new nodes in the forward search, the algorithm
determines whether the new node is closer to the planning
goal than the previous nodes. If the newly expanded node
is closer to the planning goal, it is updated as the temporary
optimal node. If the planning algorithm fails to find a reachable
path, it essentially degrades into a unidirectional A* search,
continuously advancing until it finds an optimal temporary
node. The algorithm then switches to using the temporary
optimal node as the endpoint, gradually tracing back its parent
nodes until it returns to the starting node. This allows the
algorithm to output a path that is as close to the planning
goal as possible and navigate the vehicle to a position near
the endpoint.

The implementation of this feature enables the planner to
output a path even when the parking spot is illegal, rather
than waiting indefinitely, enhancing the algorithm’s ability to
handle special situations.

8) Summary of Optimizations for Improved A* Algorithm:
This chapter summarizes the specific optimizations of the
improved A* algorithm. The general process of the improved
A* algorithm is as follows:

1) Add the planning start point to the open list 1 for forward
search expansion towards the planning goal; add the
planning goal, i.e., the starting point of the parking path,
to the open list 2 for backward search expansion towards
the planning start point.

2) For searches in each direction, repeat the following steps
until a stopping condition is met:

a) Take the node at the top of the open list heap as the
current node.

b) Remove the current search node from the open list and
add it to the closed list.

c) Employ either the eight-neighbor or sixteen-neighbor
expansion strategy to check all adjacent reachable
points of the current node, handling different cases
separately:
i. Detect the reachability of adjacent nodes based on

the vehicle’s dimensions. Ignore the node if it is
unreachable or already in the closed list.
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ii. If the adjacent node is not in the open list, add it
to the open list, set its parent node as the current
node, and calculate the node cost. Set the heuristic
function’s target endpoint as the node with the
lowest cost in the closed list of the other direction.
Adjust the heuristic function’s weight value based
on the distance from the target point. Reorganize
the binary heap after adding the node.

iii. If the adjacent node is already in the open list,
check if the node cost needs to be updated. Re-
organize the binary heap after modifying the node
cost.

d) Stop when one of the following conditions is met:
i. The current nodes from both directions meet, indi-

cating that a path to the target has been found.
ii. The destination is not reached, and the open list

is empty, indicating that the parking spot is un-
reachable. In this case, continue the forward search,
expanding nodes along the planning endpoint, and
maintaining a temporary optimal node.

3) Start the search in both directions from the current nodes,
tracing back along each node’s parent node until returning
to their respective starting points. Then, concatenate the
two path segments generated by the bidirectional search
to obtain the complete path from the planning start point
to the starting point of the parking path. If the parking
spot is unreachable, backtrack from the temporary opti-
mal node towards the planning start point.

4) Concatenate the parking path.
5) Use the B-spline curve, a Bezier curve extension method,

to interpolate and optimize the complete path.
The improved A* algorithm proposed in this paper utilizes

various optimization methods, effectively enhancing the qual-
ity of the generated trajectory and significantly reducing the
computational time of the algorithm.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

A. Experimental setup

To validate the performance of the improved planning
control algorithm based on the A* algorithm, this paper
conducted multiple sets of simulation comparative tests. The
purpose of these tests was to measure the improvement of the
proposed algorithm compared to the traditional A* algorithm.
The simulation experiments were implemented on an Ubuntu
20.04 LTS operating system based on the Linux kernel, using a
computer with an 8-core CPU and a total of 32GB of available
memory. The algorithm was written in Python 3.8, using VS
Code as the IDE, and miniconda was utilized to manage the
code’s working environment. All experiments in this paper
were conducted under the same conditions to ensure fairness
and comparability of the results.

For the experiments, a map generated from real-world
scenarios was used as the grid map for the automatic parking
planning algorithm. The map size was 200×200. Before the
experiments, the SurroundOcc [39] artificial intelligence per-
ception model developed by Tsinghua University and Tianjin
University was used to perceive the pure visual scene data

provided by the nuScenes dataset, generating BEV (Bird’s Eye
View) occupancy point clouds. These point clouds were then
converted into grid maps for use in the simulation testing of
the planning control algorithm.

B. Experimental Process

The following procedure was adopted for the simulation
experiments:

1) Utilize the SurroundOcc model to generate real-world
occupancy point clouds and convert them into grid maps.

2) Select grid maps for vertical parking scenarios and paral-
lel parking scenarios separately and use the selected grid
maps as obstacle maps for the planning algorithm under
test.

3) Input the planning start coordinates, parking space center
coordinates, and specify whether it is parallel or vertical
parking.

4) Execute the planning algorithm and output the planned
path result graph.

5) Implement the Model Predictive Control(MPC) algorithm
to control the vehicle in the simulation environment, start-
ing from the starting point and completing the parking
path.

6) Collect and evaluate the statistical parameters.

C. Evaluation Parameters

The following parameters were used in this paper to evaluate
the quality of planning:

1) Planning time(ms)
2) Total length of the generated path
3) Average acceleration of the trajectory(m/s2)
4) Average steering angle of the trajectory(◦)

D. Ablation Experiments

To validate the effectiveness of the multi-dimensional opti-
mization method for the A* planning algorithm proposed in
this paper, a series of ablation experiments were designed in
this chapter. Ablation experiments are a method of evaluating
the impact of certain components on the overall performance
by gradually removing or adding them from the algorithm. The
purpose of this experiment is to clarify the specific contribu-
tions of different optimization methods to the performance of
the A* algorithm.

To clarify the contribution of each optimization method, the
following ablation experiment scheme was designed:

• Experiment 1: Without using heuristic weighting.
• Experiment 2: Without using dynamic obstacle loading.
• Experiment 3: Without using bidirectional A* and binary

heap.
• Experiment 4: Using neighborhood expansion.
• Experiment 5: Without using Bézier curve optimization.
• Experiment 6: Without using Bézier curve optimization,

bidirectional A* and binary heap optimization.
As a contrast, schemes with no optimization at all and

schemes with comprehensive optimization are added to the
statistical evaluation parameters of each method.
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• Baseline Experiment: Traditional A* algorithm with no
optimizations.

• Improved A*: Results after comprehensive optimizations.
The maps, planning start points, planning end points, and

parking methods used in the ablation experiments were all the
same.

V. RESULTS

A. Vertical Parking

The following map depicts a vertical parking scenario, with
the starting coordinate at (95,85) and the final parking spot
coordinate at (109,133).

The planning result using the basic A* algorithm is shown in
Figure 21a. The original planning map size is 200×200 pixels,
identical to the size of the SurroundOcc-generated perception
point cloud. To make the planned path more visible, we have
cropped the effective part of the planning result map. In the
figure, the ego vehicle is represented in green, black indicates
non-drivable areas (other vehicles, curbs, greenery, pedestri-
ans, etc.), white represents drivable areas, cyan represents the
path generated by the basic A* algorithm from the planning
start point to the parking start point, and grass green depicts
the path from the parking start point to the final parking spot.

It can be observed that there is an abrupt turn in the cyan
path section, and a real car constrained by the minimum
turning radius cannot make a perfect sharp turn. Additionally,
the joint between the cyan path and the grass green parking
path also has a relatively abrupt transition, and a discontinuous
path would require the car to reorient its front wheels at
each corner [36]. This undoubtedly leads to a decline in
performance.

(a) Basic A* algorithm planning
result

(b) Improved A* algorithm
planning result

Figure 21: Comparison of Basic A* Algorithm and Improved
A* Algorithm in Vertical Parking Scenario

The planning result using the proposed improved A* al-
gorithm is shown in Figure 21b. The optimized path after
trajectory refinement is represented in blue, and in the sim-
ulation environment, the car smoothly follows the path to the
destination. The optimized path no longer has harsh turns or
discontinuous path joints with inconsistent curvature, and the
trajectory quality is significantly improved.

According to the parameters proposed in subsection IV-C,
the recorded data is as follows:

The improvement in the algorithm’s performance is evident
from the tabular data. The optimized obstacle detection method
and path planning approach have significantly enhanced the
planning efficiency, resulting in a total time reduction from
98277.54 milliseconds to 413.072 milliseconds for loading the
map and planning the path. In a real-world scenario of an
underground parking garage, the planning speed has increased
by over 95%. The basic A* algorithm was almost unable to
plan an effective path within an acceptable timeframe under
such a complex map, while the improved A* can provide a
path in a shorter time, making it more practical.

Concurrently, the trajectory quality has also improved. Uti-
lizing the MPC algorithm to control the vehicle in a simulation
environment to complete the parking task, the vehicle traveled
along different trajectories. The average acceleration of the
trajectory planned by the basic A* algorithm was 1.812, while
the improved A* algorithm achieved an average acceleration of
only 0.306, representing an optimization of 83.1%. Similarly,
the average steering angle of the trajectory planned by the
basic A* algorithm was 19.743°, while the improved A* al-
gorithm reduced it to only 10.791°, achieving an optimization
of 45.3%.

The acceleration curves of the basic A* and improved
A* algorithms during vehicle travel are shown in Figure 22.
The horizontal axis represents the simulation time of vehicle
travel, while the vertical axis represents the acceleration. The
sampling range covers the vehicle’s travel behavior from the
planning start point to the start of the parking completion
path. Among them, the blue curve represents the acceleration
curve corresponding to the basic A* algorithm, while the
red curve represents the acceleration curve corresponding to
the improved A* algorithm proposed in this paper. It can be
observed that the acceleration curve of the improved algorithm
is very smooth, while the acceleration curve of the basic A*
algorithm is highly unstable. This is attributed to the fact
that the planning path generated by the basic A* algorithm
contains numerous sharp corners and discontinuous curvature
points, forcing the controller to repeatedly accelerate and
decelerate to adapt to the path. However, the improved A*
algorithm generates a smoother and more continuous path, thus
eliminating the need for the controller to constantly adjust the
vehicle’s speed.

Figure 23 depicts the comparison of steering angles between
the basic A* and improved A* algorithms. Similarly, it can be
observed that the path generated by the basic A* algorithm
prompts the planner to adopt violent driving behaviors, such
as sharply turning the steering wheel. In contrast, the path
generated by the improved A* algorithm allows the planner
to use smoother operations to control the vehicle’s movement.

The statistical data and charts demonstrate that the improved
A* algorithm generates planning trajectories with higher
quality, shorter paths, and significantly reduced unnecessary
acceleration/deceleration and steering wheel movements. This
results in a safer, more stable, and comfortable driving ex-
perience. Moreover, the improved A* algorithm significantly
enhances efficiency, enabling it to adapt to complex under-
ground parking scenarios and the high real-time requirements
of local maps.
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Table II: Algorithm Performance Comparison in Vertical Parking Scenario

algorithm Map loading time Planning time Path length Travel time Average acceleration Mean steering Angle

Basic A* 98255.68 21.86 78.14 20.4 1.812 19.743
Improved A* 2.062 411.04 72.119 49.6 0.306 10.791

Figure 22: Comparison of Accelerations for Navigation Paths
Generated by Baseline A* and Improved A* Algorithms

Figure 23: Comparison of Steering Angles for Navigation
Paths Generated by Baseline A* and Optimized A*

Algorithms

B. Parallel Parking

The following map depicts a parallel parking scenario, with
the starting point at (110,65) and the target parking space
located at (142,110).

The A* algorithm planning result is shown in Figure 24a.
The trajectory generated by the basic A* algorithm is still
represented in two randomly selected colors to emphasize
the stitching traces of the path. It is worth noting that the
traditional A* algorithm performs poorly in this scenario. The
planned path exhibits severely unrealistic driving behaviors.
Excessive proximity to obstacles is a highly dangerous be-
havior that is unacceptable in real-world driving. Furthermore,
the planned trajectory requires the vehicle to complete a right-
angle turn and two sharp turns, with an additional sharp turn at
the connection of the parking path, disregarding the physical

constraints of the vehicle.
The planning result of the improved A* algorithm proposed

in this paper is shown in Figure 24b. It can be observed that
the optimized blue trajectory has smoother turns and also
leaves space for the vehicle to stay away from the walls.
The improved A* algorithm still outperforms the basic A*
algorithm in this scenario, significantly reducing planning time
while making the trajectory more continuous and smooth.

(a) Basic A* algorithm planning
result

(b) Improved A* algorithm
planning result

Figure 24: Comparison of Basic A* Algorithm and Improved
A* Algorithm in Parallel Parking Scenario

In this scenario, the improved A* algorithm achieved over
95% optimization in terms of time. It also demonstrated a
79.8% improvement in acceleration metrics. It is worth noting
that the traditional A* algorithm failed to plan a path in this
scenario, resorting to a combination of numerous abrupt and
unrealistic sharp turns and straight lines, which resulted in a
seemingly better average turning angle.

This scenario fully demonstrates the limitations of the
traditional A* algorithm in local map garage parking tasks.
The presence of numerous obstacles makes the computational
time of the traditional A* algorithm intolerable, and the overly
simplistic and rough trajectories completely disregard safety
factors and vehicle capabilities. Due to these shortcomings of
the traditional A* algorithm, this paper proposes a targeted
improved algorithm.

C. Unreachable Parking Spots
The following map depicts a scenario where the parking

spot is unreachable, with the starting coordinates at (95,85) and
the destination coordinates at (109,117). It is important to note
that the destination specified by the algorithm is an obstacle,
and the car cannot reach the target point. The destination is
marked with a red dot in the figure.

The A* algorithm is unable to plan a path, thus resulting in
anomalous output from the controller. Such results are obvi-
ously inapplicable to real-world hardware. For demonstrative
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Table III: Algorithm Performance Comparison in Parallel Parking Scenario

algorithm Map loading time Planning time Path length Travel time Average acceleration Mean steering Angle

Basic A* 110479.79 65.77 101.8261 26.2 1.485 12.7033
Improved A* 3.10 1213.97 101.8145 66.4 0.30 20.03

purposes, however, the incorrect planning result is still shown
in the simulation environment. As shown in Figure Figure 25a,
the path output by the planner (indicated in purple) is clearly
disconnected from the starting point, leading to the controller
executing a bizarre trajectory (depicted in blue) that cannot
satisfy real-world conditions.

The planning result of the improved A* algorithm proposed
in this paper is shown in Figure Figure 25b. Although the red
dot representing the parking destination is within an obstacle
and impossible to reach, the improved A* algorithm proposed
in this paper still plans a smooth path that is as close to the
destination as possible, while avoiding getting too close to the
walls.

Experimental validation has shown that the improved al-
gorithm proposed in this paper still has the ability to make
attempted planning and strive to provide the best path in
special cases where the parking spot is unreachable.

(a) Basic A* algorithm unable
to complete planning

(b) Improved A* algorithm still
able to plan

Figure 25: Planning results of basic A* algorithm and
improved A* algorithm when the parking spot is unreachable

(the parking spot is red, located within the obstacle)

D. Ablation Experiments

The ablation study planning results are shown in Figure 26,
Figure 27, and Figure 28. In the ablation experiments, the
maps, start positions, end positions, and parking categories
used in each group of experiments were consistent with those
used in subsection V-A.

The results of Experiment 1 and Experiment 2 indicate that
not using the optimizations of heuristic weighting and dynamic
obstacle loading do not necessarily affect the final generated
path, but subsequent data can prove that not using these
optimizations can have a negative impact on the algorithm’s
planning speed.

(a) Experiment 1 (b) Experiment 2

Figure 26: Ablation Experiments

The planning results of Experiment 3 and Experiment
4 are shown in Figure 27. It can be seen that not using
bidirectional A* and binary heap optimizations can lead to
unnecessary turns in the path, and measurement data shows
that abandoning these optimizations can also reduce the search
efficiency of the algorithm. However, Experiment 4, which
enables neighborhood expansion, exhibits issues with low path
quality, resulting in significant unnecessary bends. A possible
reason is that neighborhood expansion can lead to excessively
long single-step distances, making it difficult for the current
nodes of the bidirectional search to connect smoothly, resulting
in reduced path quality.

(a) Experiment 3 (b) Experiment 4

Figure 27: Ablation Experiments

The paths generated by Experiment 5 and Experiment 6
are generally similar to those generated by the improved A*
algorithm and Experiment 3, indicating that the Bezier curve
optimization does not significantly affect the general shape
of the path. However, it is evident that paths without Bezier
curve optimization exhibit a large number of sharp corners,
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Table IV: Comparison of each algorithm in ablation experiment

Algorithm Map Loading Time Planning Time Average Acceleration Average Steering Angle

Basic A* 98255.68 21.86 1.812 19.74
Experiment 1 1.78 442.93 0.306 10.79
Experiment 2 96384.52 6.9 0.3062 10.79
Experiment 3 1.95 609.01 0.141 12.89
Experiment 4 1.85 583.30 0.631 20.31
Experiment 5 1.82 430.61 1.662 10.05
Experiment 6 1.80 621.65 1.555 9.20
Improved A* 1.81 411.04 0.306 10.79

which is an inherent disadvantage of the grid-based graph
search algorithm such as the basic A*. Therefore, the results
of Experiment 5 and Experiment 6 further demonstrate the
necessity of interpolation optimization.

(a) Experiment 5 (b) Experiment 6

Figure 28: Ablation Experiments

Based on the experimental results, the experimental param-
eters concerned in this study are recorded. A data comparison
is shown in Table IV:

VI. DISCUSSION

The study conducts a series of experiments in diverse
scenarios to compare the computational efficiency of the
improved A* algorithm and the traditional A* algorithm for
generating navigation paths. The findings demonstrate that,
considering the volume of the ego vehicle, the proposed
improved A* algorithm generally achieved a computational
speed increase of 95% or more, with particularly significant
enhancements in map loading time and planning time. This
validates that the performance optimization methods outlined
in this paper are both feasible and effective, addressing issues
such as excessive search nodes and prolonged single search
times in the traditional A* algorithm, thereby significantly
enhancing its planning time efficiency.

In terms of comfort validation, this study comprehensively
evaluates the overall planning process proposed by collecting
vehicle motion parameters returned by the controller and
comparing them with a traditional method combining basic
A* with geometric curve method. The data illustrate that paths
generated by our proposed method result in smooth vehicle
movement without frequent speed and direction changes, lead-
ing to more decisive vehicle behavior.

The proposed method showcased better real-time perfor-
mance and safety metrics crucial for autonomous parking tasks
while also offering higher comfort compared to traditional
methods.

The results of Experiment 1 indicate that heuristic weighting
can enhance computational efficiency to a certain extent. How-
ever, in the case of multiple optimization methods working
simultaneously, the presence or absence of heuristic weighting
has a minor impact on algorithm efficiency.

The results of Experiment 2 demonstrate that the dynamic
obstacle loading optimization significantly improves the over-
all efficiency of the algorithm. Other optimizations applied
to the planning itself also lead to an enhancement in the
performance of the planning algorithm. Compared to the
baseline A*, the planning part excluding map reading reduced
the runtime by 68.4%.

The findings of Experiment 3 reveal that bidirectional search
and binary heap optimization enhance the planning efficiency
of the algorithm. Compared to Experiment 3, the modified
A* method applying these optimizations exhibits a 32.5%
improvement in computational efficiency. This efficiency gain
is attributed to the bidirectional search, where both current
nodes aim to quickly approach the target node in the first
half of the search, thereby reducing search time. The excel-
lent performance of the binary heap further boosts algorithm
efficiency through its data structure.

The results of Experiment 4 suggest that neighborhood
expansion is not suitable for all scenarios and should not be
used indiscriminately. Therefore, the final improved A* algo-
rithm adopted in this paper does not include the neighborhood
expansion strategy, but its functionality is preserved.

Experiment 5 confirms that Bezier curve optimization can
indeed significantly enhance the smoothness of the algorithm-
generated trajectory while barely affecting time efficiency.

Experiment 6 further validates the necessity of bidirectional
search and binary heap optimization.

In summary, the multi-dimensional optimization method
proposed in this design can effectively enhance the perfor-
mance of the A* planning algorithm. In practical applications,
suitable combinations of optimization methods can be selected
based on specific requirements.

A. Limitations

Although this paper has achieved some results in improving
the A* algorithm, there are still some deficiencies and areas for
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improvement. For example, the algorithm cannot handle non-
standard parking spaces, nor can it handle cases where the area
near the parking space is too narrow, making it impossible to
park by combining straight lines and arcs. Additionally, real-
world conditions may not always satisfy all the assumptions
of the model mentioned in subsubsection III-A2, and this
paper has not yet considered dynamic constraints such as tire
slip that may affect vehicle movement. In future work, this
research will continue to explore improved methods for the
A* algorithm and attempt to combine it with other advanced
technologies to further enhance the performance and stability
of the automatic parking system. For instance, more complex
multi-segment trajectories can be employed to achieve parking
logic, addressing more intricate parking space conditions.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

This paper proposes targeted improvements to the A*
algorithm for the automatic parking task and introduces a
series of optimization measures, aiming to enhance the al-
gorithm’s performance and applicability. Through a series
of experimental verifications, the proposed improved method
has achieved remarkable results, significantly optimizing the
trajectory generation quality and planning time consumption
of the A* algorithm.

Firstly, aiming at the issue of low efficiency in the search
process of the A* algorithm, this method designs a series of
measures to enhance performance. By optimizing the heuristic
function, the node selection strategy is improved, reducing
unnecessary searches and thus enhancing the search speed of
the algorithm. Simultaneously, a bidirectional search method
is adopted to reduce the search space of the algorithm.
During the search execution, the data structure implemented by
the optimized algorithm is improved, allowing the algorithm
to run faster. These improvements enable the algorithm to
find feasible paths more quickly when dealing with complex
parking scenarios.

Secondly, considering the characteristics of the automatic
parking task, this method optimizes the trajectory quality
generated by the planning algorithm using neighborhood ex-
pansion and Bezier curve interpolation, enabling the algorithm
to generate smoother and more continuous paths. At the
same time, the MPC control algorithm is improved, making
the output control instructions focus more on the safety and
comfort of parking. This improvement enhances the planning
and control precision of the algorithm, significantly improving
the trajectory quality. It also realizes attempted planning for
unreachable parking spaces, enabling the algorithm to handle
some special situations.

This paper studies and improves the application of the A*
algorithm in automatic parking tasks, achieving meaningful
results. In the future, we will apply knowledge graph [40],
[41], [42] to improve this work.
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