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Abstract—Autonomous driving has garnered significant atten-
tion for its potential to improve safety, traffic efficiency, and
user convenience. However, the dynamic and complex nature of
interactive driving poses significant challenges, including the need
to navigate non-linear road geometries, handle dynamic obstacles,
and meet stringent safety and comfort requirements. Traditional
approaches, such as artificial potential fields (APF), often fall
short in addressing these complexities independently, necessitat-
ing the development of integrated and adaptive frameworks. This
paper presents a novel approach to autonomous vehicle naviga-
tion that integrates artificial potential fields, Frenet coordinates,
and improved particle swarm optimization (IPSO). A dynamic
risk field, adapted from traditional APF, is proposed to ensure
interactive safety by quantifying risks and dynamically adjusting
lane-changing intentions based on surrounding vehicle behavior.
Frenet coordinates are utilized to simplify trajectory planning on
non-straight roads, while an enhanced quintic polynomial trajec-
tory generator ensures smooth and comfortable path transitions.
Additionally, an IPSO algorithm optimizes trajectory selection
in real time, balancing safety and user comfort within a feasible
input range. The proposed framework is validated through
extensive simulations and real-world scenarios, demonstrating its
ability to navigate complex traffic environments, maintain safety
margins, and generate smooth, dynamically feasible trajectories.

Index Terms—Autonomous driving, interactive driving, curvy
road, risk field, quintic polynomial curve, particle swarm opti-
mization.

I. INTRODUCTION

Autonomous driving technology has garnered significant
public interest due to its potential to revolutionize transporta-
tion [1]–[3]. By promising to enhance road safety, improve
traffic efficiency, and provide greater convenience for users,
autonomous vehicles (AVs) are poised to address critical
challenges in modern mobility systems [4]–[6]. The societal
benefits, ranging from reducing traffic accidents caused by
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human error to alleviating urban congestion, have made au-
tonomous driving an important technological frontier use to
their advantages in perception [7]–[9], decision-making [10]
and control.

However, the complexity of interactive driving in dynamic
traffic environments, such as highway, on-ramping merging,
and roundabouts, presents formidable challenges [11], [12].
This complexity is compounded by the need to balance mul-
tiple objectives while adhering to real-time decision-making
constraints [13], together with robust, adaptive responses to
HDVs [14].

The primary challenges in autonomous navigation arise
from two critical aspects: dynamic obstacles and curvy road
geometries [15], [16]. Dynamic obstacles demand precise risk
assessment and safe decision-making. Simultaneously, non-
straight road geometries require AVs to generate road-aligned
paths to minimize unnecessary deviations.

In addition to these operational challenges, AV users have
high expectations for safety and comfort. Safety entails avoid-
ing collisions and maintaining appropriate distances from
obstacles [17], while comfort demands smooth trajectories
that minimize abrupt accelerations [18]. Balancing safety and
comfort underpins the design of effective autonomous driving
systems.

To address these challenges, this work integrates three
complementary approaches: artificial potential fields (APF) for
interactive safety, Frenet coordinates for handling non-straight
roads, and quintic polynomial curves for ensuring comfort.
APF provide a natural framework for capturing the interactive
dynamics between the AV and surrounding vehicles, ensuring
safe navigation in complex traffic scenarios [19]. However,
traditional APF is not capable of addressing interactive driving
on its own and is usually used as a risk-quantification module
to assist in decision-making [20]. Therefore, an adaptation
of the traditional APF is required to ensure safe interactive
driving. Frenet coordinates allow for trajectory generation in
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road-aligned coordinates, simplifying optimization on curved
roads [21], [22].

Our contributions build upon these foundations by introduc-
ing novel adaptations to each component. First, we adapt the
APF into a risk field model that not only ensures safety and
efficiency by enabling the AV to adjust its lane-changing inten-
tions based on surrounding HDVs. Second, the Frenet-based
trajectory generation framework is utilized to handle curvy
road geometries effectively. Third, we employ an adapted
quintic polynomial trajectory generator to ensure smoothness
for comfort. These adaptations enable a robust and integrated
solution to the challenges of autonomous navigation.

This work provides the following contributions to the field
of autonomous driving:

1) We introduce a novel risk field model based on artificial
potential fields, enabling the AV to dynamically adjust
its lane-changing intentions by considering the behaviors
and positions of surrounding vehicles.

2) By leveraging Frenet coordinates, we effectively gener-
ate road-aligned trajectories that accommodate complex
road geometries, including lane-changing scenario, and
maneuvers scenario with multiple HDVs on curvy road.

3) An IPSO-enhanced quintic polynomial curve is used to
ensure trajectory smoothness, incorporating a cost func-
tion that selects the optimal curve within control input
limits, balancing comfort and feasibility. Simulation re-
sults suggest that convergence speed and computation ef-
ficiency of the IPSO-enhanced quintic polynomial curve
is higher than other popular benchmark algorithms.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: Section II
introduces the interactive environment and Frenet Formulation.
Section III presents risk field formulation. Section IV presents
the improved particle swarm optimization. Section V reports
the simulation results. Section VI draws the conclusions.

II. INTERACTIVE ENVIRONMENT AND FRENET
FORMULATION

A. Interactive traffic environment

The considered problem includes a inner lane and a outer
lane. Forexample, the host vehicle (HV) is positioned in the
inner lane, while proceeding vehicle (PV), immediate vehicle
(IV), and rear vehicle (RV) occupy the front area of inner
lane, front area of outer lane, and rear area of outer lane
respectively. Among the whole validation, In this paper the
involved vehicles are defined as: the SV in red, the PV in
blue, the IV in purple, and the RV in green.

B. State Representation

The complete state of the system is as follows:

Ξ(t) =
[
Xego(t) Xfront(t) Xrear(t) Xadjacent(t)

]
(1)

where Xego(t) is the ego vehicle state vector, Xfront(t) is the
state of the vehicle directly ahead in the same lane, Xrear(t) is
the state of the following vehicle, Xadjacent(t) denotes the states
of vehicles in adjacent lanes that might affect lane-change
decisions.

C. Individual Vehicle State

Each vehicle’s state vector is defined as:

Xi(t) =
[
xi(t) yi(t) θi(t) vi(t) ai(t) κi(t) ψ̇i(t)

]T
(2)

where (xi, yi) is the position in global coordinates, θi is the
heading angle relative to the global reference frame, vi is the
longitudinal velocity, ai describes the acceleration, κi is the
path curvature, and ψ̇i is the yaw rate capturing the rotational
motion of the vehicle around its vertical axis.

D. Frenet Coordinate Transformation

The navigation and trajectory planning system employs
Frenet coordinates to simplify path planning along curved
roads. The Frenet frame is defined by two components: the
arc length along the reference path s, and the lateral offset
from the path d. This relationship can be expressed as:[

s
d

]
= T(x, y) (3)

where T represents the transformation from global coordi-
nates (x, y) to Frenet coordinates (s, d). The transformation
considers the reference path defined by waypoints:

Pref = {(xi, yi)|i = 1, ..., N} (4)

1) Global to Frenet Transformation: For any point (x, y)
in global coordinates, the Frenet coordinates are computed
through:

s =

∫ ξ

0

√(
dx

dτ

)2

+

(
dy

dτ

)2

dτ

d = sign(ẋÿ − ẍẏ)
√
(x− xp)2 + (y − yp)2

(5)

where (xp, yp) is the nearest point on the reference path, and
ξ is the path parameter at this point. The sign term ensures
the lateral offset is positive when the point is to the left of the
path and negative when to the right.

2) Dynamic State Transformation: The complete state
transformation including velocities and accelerations is:

ṡ

ḋ
s̈

d̈

 =


ẋ cosψ+ẏ sinψ

1−κd
ẏ cosψ − ẋ sinψ

ẍ cosψ+ÿ sinψ
1−κd + κṡ2

1−κd
ÿ cosψ − ẍ sinψ − κṡ2

 (6)

where ψ is the reference path heading, and κ is the path
curvature at point s.

3) Frenet to Global Transformation: The inverse transfor-
mation from Frenet to global coordinates is computed as:xy

θ

 =

 xp − d sinψ
yp + d cosψ

ψ + arctan
(

ḋ
ṡ(1−κd)

)
 (7)

where (xp, yp) corresponds to the reference path point at
arc length s, and the velocities are transformed according to:



[
ẋ
ẏ

]
=

[
cosψ − sinψ
sinψ cosψ

] [
ṡ(1− κd)

ḋ

]
(8)

III. RISK FIELD FORMULATION

A. Attraction Risk Field

The lane-keeping attraction field is defined as:

Ua(Xego, t) = α

(
R

R1

)2

(2π− θ)2 + β∥Xego −Xref∥2W (9)

where α represents the attraction field strength coefficient,
R denotes the current radius of curvature of the vehicle’s
path, R1 is the reference radius, Xref specifies the reference
trajectory, and W is a positive definite weighting matrix that
balances the importance of different state variables.

B. Front Vehicle Repulsive Field Formulation

The repulsive field generated by the front vehicle serves as
a crucial safety mechanism in autonomous driving, created
through a sophisticated combination of angular and spatial
relationships between vehicles. This field is mathematically
expressed through a comprehensive potential function:

Ub(Xego,Xfront, t) = γ

(
∆θ

θfront − θego

)
·

exp

(
−∥Xego −Xfront∥2

2σ2

) (10)

where γ is the fundamental repulsion strength coefficient that
scales the overall magnitude of the repulsive force, crucially
determining how strongly vehicles repel each other when their
paths converge. The angular component ∆θ

(θfront−θego) captures
the critical angular relationship between vehicles, with ∆θ
establishing a safety threshold in the angular domain and
(θfront −θego) measuring the actual angular separation between
vehicles. This ratio intensifies the repulsive effect as the
angular separation approaches unsafe levels. The exponential
term exp

(
−∥Xego−Xfront∥2

2σ2

)
modulates the field strength based

on the Euclidean distance between vehicles, where σ acts as a
spatial decay parameter controlling the rate at which repulsion
diminishes with distance. The distance ∥Xego −Xfront∥ repre-
sents the instantaneous separation between vehicle positions,
computed as

√
(xego − xfront)2 + (yego − yfront)2. The repul-

sive field naturally induces trajectory modifications through
its gradient:

Frepulsive = −∇UB =− γ∇

[(
∆θ

θfront − θego

)
·

exp

(
−
∥Xego −Xfront∥2

2σ2

)] (11)

The resulting force Frepulsive guides the ego vehicle away
from potentially dangerous configurations, with its magnitude
adjusting based on the immediacy of the threat. The parameter

γ can be dynamically adjusted based on vehicle speeds and
road conditions:

γ = γ0

(
1 + α

vego

vsafe
+ β

vfront

vsafe

)
(12)

where γ0 is the baseline repulsion strength, vsafe is a reference
safe velocity, and α, β are weighting coefficients that modify
the repulsion based on the velocities of both vehicles. Simi-
larly, the spatial decay parameter σ can be velocity-dependent:

σ = σ0

(
1 + λ

max(vego, vfront)

vsafe

)
(13)

This comprehensive repulsive field formulation integrates
seamlessly with other potential fields in the system, such as the
lane-keeping attraction field UA and the lane-change potential
field UC , to create a complete navigation strategy that balances
safety, efficiency, and comfort. The resulting total potential
field Utotal = UA + UB + UC guides the vehicle through
complex traffic scenarios while maintaining appropriate safety
margins and enabling smooth transitions between different
driving behaviors.

C. Lane Change Risk Field

The lane change potential field is defined as:

Uc(Ξ, t) = λ

∣∣∣∣vego −max(vrear, vadj) + ξ∆θ

(vadj − vrear) + ξ(θadj − θrear)

∣∣∣∣ · Φ(Ξ) (14)

This complex field orchestrates safe lane changes through
multiple interacting parameters: λ serves as the lane change
field strength coefficient, ξ acts as the angular velocity scaling
factor that weights the importance of angular differences
between vehicles, vego, vrear, and vadj represent the velocities
of the ego vehicle, rear vehicle, and adjacent lane vehicle
respectively, while Φ(Ξ) represents the lane change feasibility
function that evaluates the overall safety and practicality of
executing a lane change maneuver.

D. Quintic Polynomial Formulation

For smooth trajectory generation, we employ a quintic
polynomial:

y(t) =

5∑
i=0

ait
i = a0 + a1t+ a2t

2 + a3t
3 + a4t

4 + a5t
5 (15)

where ai are the polynomial coefficients determining the shape
of the trajectory, and t represents time.

The complete trajectory state is described by:

y(t) = a0 + a1t+ a2t
2 + a3t

3 + a4t
4 + a5t

5

ẏ(t) = a1 + 2a2t+ 3a3t
2 + 4a4t

3 + 5a5t
4

ÿ(t) = 2a2 + 6a3t+ 12a4t
2 + 20a5t

3

(16)

where y(t) is the lateral position, ẏ(t) is the lateral velocity,
and ÿ(t) is the lateral acceleration.

The boundary conditions are expressed in matrix form:

M(ts, te)a = b (17)



where ts is the initial time, te is the final time, a is the
coefficient vector, and b contains the boundary conditions,
with:

M(ts, te) =


1 ts t2s t3s t4s t5s
0 1 2ts 3t2s 4t3s 5t4s
0 0 2 6ts 12t2s 20t3s
1 te t2e t3e t4e t5e
0 1 2te 3t2e 4t3e 5t4e
0 0 2 6te 12t2e 20t3e

 (18)

E. Vehicle Dynamic Constraints

The trajectory must satisfy:

|ÿ(t)| ≤ amax
y = 0.4 g,

|ψ̇(t)| ≤ µ g

vx(t)
,

|β(t)| ≤ βmax = 10◦,

|δ(t)| ≤ δmax = 2◦.

(19)

where µ is the road friction coefficient, g is gravitational
acceleration, β is the side-slip angle, δ is the steering angle,
ψ̇ is the yaw rate, and vx is the longitudinal velocity.

IV. IMPROVED PARTICLE SWARM OPTIMIZATION

A. IPSO Algorithm Structure

The adaptive parameters are defined as:

w(t) = wmax − (wmax − wmin)

(
2t

T
− t2

T 2

)
c1(t) = c1,start + (c1,end − c1,start)

t

T

c2(t) = c2,start + (c2,end − c2,start)
t

T

(20)

where w(t) is the adaptive inertia weight controlling explo-
ration vs exploitation, c1(t) is the cognitive learning factor
influencing personal best attraction, c2(t) is the social learning
factor influencing global best attraction, T is the total number
of iterations, wmax and wmin are the maximum and minimum
inertia weights, c1,start, c1,end, c2,start, and c2,end are the initial
and final learning factors.

B. Particle Update Rules

The particle updates follow:

vi+1 = w(t)vi + c1(t)r1(pbest − xi) + c2(t)r2(gbest − xi)

xi+1 = xi + vi+1

(21)
where vi is the particle velocity, xi is the particle position, pbest
is the personal best position, gbest is the global best position,
and r1, r2 are random numbers in [0,1].

The velocity constraints are:

vmin ≤ vi+1 ≤ vmax (22)

where vmin and vmax are the minimum and maximum allowed
velocities.

C. Cost Function

The multi-objective cost function is:

J =

5∑
i=1

wiJi (23)

where wi are the weights for each objective, and:

J1 =
max(xte)

xte,max
, J2 =

max(ay)

ay,max
, J3 =

max(ψ̇)

ψ̇max
,

J4 =
max(β)

βmax
, J5 =

max(δ)

δmax

(24)

where xte is the terminal position, ay is the lateral acceleration,
ψ̇ is the yaw rate, β is the side-slip angle, and δ is the steering
angle.

D. Constraint Handling

The penalty function is:

ϕj = Lj

N∑
i=1

max(0, gj(xi)) (25)

where Lj is the adaptive weight, gj(xi) is the j-th constraint
function, and N is the number of particles.

The adaptive weights are calculated as:

Lj =

∑N
i=1 max(0, gj(xi))∑m

k=1

∑N
i=1 max(0, gk(xi))

(26)

where m is the total number of constraints.

E. Lane Change Triggering Condition

A lane change is initiated when:
ub > ub,threshold

uc < uc,threshold

ua(current) > ua(adjacent)
(27)

This triggering system combines three critical conditions:
the repulsive field ub must exceed its threshold ub,threshold,
indicating significant pressure from the front vehicle; the lane
change risk field uc must be below its threshold uc,threshold,
ensuring safe conditions in the target lane; and the attraction
field ua must indicate more favorable conditions in the adja-
cent lane compared to the current lane.

F. Risk Field Evolution

The total risk field evolves according to:

d

dt
Utotal =

∂Utotal

∂t
+

∑
i

∂Utotal

∂Xi
Ẋi (28)

This dynamic equation describes how the total risk field
changes over time, where ∂Utotal

∂t represents the explicit time
variation of the field, ∂Utotal

∂Xi
captures the sensitivity of the field

to changes in each vehicle’s state, and Ẋi represents the rate
of change of each vehicle’s state variables.



（a) （b)

（c) （d)

Fig. 1: Results of the decision-making for Case 1: (a) the
trajectories of the SV and the PV, (b) Ua at the moment of
lane changing, (c) Ub at the moment of lane changing, (d) Uc
at the moment of lane changing.

（a) （b)

（c) （d)

Fig. 2: Results of the lane-changing for Case 1: (a) the curve
of velocity during lane changing, (b) the curve of acceleration
during lane changing, (c) the curve of steering angle during
lane changing, and (d) the curve of yaw rate during lane
changing.

V. SIMULATION RESULTS

This section presents our experimental results and an anal-
ysis of the proposed framework in Matlab 2022b. The simu-
lations aim to assess the proposed framework by addressing
interactive driving with different iniital settings and HDVs on
a curvy road. The curvy road has a inner radium of 64 meters
and a outer radium of 70 meters. To verify the generalization
of the proposed method, we test SV, PV, RV, and IV with
different initial speeds and use the following parameters: initial
lane position (inner: 2, outer: 1), initial angle to the parallel
line from the center of the circle to Exit 2, and initial speed to
represent the initial state of each vehicle. The test cases are:

1) SV(2,0,5), PV(2,10,2), IV(1,2,1.5),RV(1,-6,3.5),
2) SV(2,0,5), PV(2,10,2), IV(1,2,12.5), RV(1,-6,6),
Figs. 1(a) through (d) show the smooth curves of veloc-

ity, acceleration, steering angle, and yaw rate, reflecting the
comfort during the lane-changing process. Fig. 2(a) illustrates
the trajectories of four vehicles. The lane-changing time is 18,
which is earlier than in the previous cases. This is due to the
higher speed of the RV compared to the IV, which reduces the
space of S2 and increases the repulsive field generated by S2.
The earlier lane-changing time demonstrates the adaptability

（a) （b)

（c) （d)

Fig. 3: Results of the decision-making for Case 2: (a) the
trajectories of the SV and the PV, (b) Ua at the moment of
lane changing, (c) Ub at the moment of lane changing, (d) Uc
at the moment of lane changing.

（a) （b)

（c) （d)

Fig. 4: Results of the lane-changing for Case 2: (a) the curve
of velocity during lane changing, (b) the curve of acceleration
during lane changing, (c) the curve of steering angle during
lane changing, and (d) the curve of yaw rate during lane
changing.

of the proposed framework. Comparing Fig. 2(b) to Fig. 2(d),
it is evident that the main repulsive field originates from Uc,
with a value of around 80. Figs. 3(a) through 3(d) present
the smooth curves of velocity, acceleration, steering angle,
and yaw rate, reflecting the comfort during the lane-changing
process. Fig. 4(a) shows that the SV initiates a lane change at
time step 9. The early lane change is prompted by the rapid
decrease in S2 and the need for the SV to maintain a safe
distance from the IV. As a result of the early lane change, the
SV successfully reaches the target lane and maintains a safe
distance from the IV, ensuring both safe and efficient driving.

Fig. 5 illustrates the lane-changing process over discrete
time point: the SV in red, the PV in blue, the IV in purple,
and the RV in green. Initially, at t = 10, all vehicles maintain
their respective positions in their lanes. By t = 20, SV moves
closer to PV, while IV and RV adjust slightly within their
lanes, reflecting dynamic interactions. At t = 30, SV begins
the lane-changing process, preparing to shift to the adjacent
lane as PV continues ahead. By t = 40, SV is actively moving
into the adjacent lane, maintaining safe distances from IV and
RV. Finally, at t = 50, SV completes the lane change and
establishes its position in the new lane.



（a) （b) （c)

（d) （e)

Fig. 5: Results of the decision making and lane-changing in a
wider curvy road
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Fig. 6: Comparison of computational time to convergence for
Case 3 across different optimization algorithms

Fig. 6 clearly demonstrates the superior efficiency of the
IPSO method compared to other popular optimization meth-
ods, including Traditional PSO, Genetic Algorithm (GA) [23],
and Active Set methods [24]. IPSO exhibits the fastest conver-
gence time, requiring only 0.004 seconds on average, which
is a significant improvement over Traditional PSO of 0.005
seconds. While both PSO-based methods outperform GA of
0.038 seconds and the Active Set method of 0.052 seconds,
IPSO’s reduced computation load highlights its optimized
parameter tuning and enhanced convergence mechanisms..

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we propose a framework that integrates
dynamic risk assessment, trajectory generation, and adaptive
optimization for interactive driving in complex traffic envi-
ronments. By employing a novel risk field, vehicles assess
safety and efficiency to adjust lane-change decisions based on
interactions with surrounding vehicles. The use of Frenet coor-
dinates simplifies trajectory generation on curved roads, while
an adapted quintic polynomial method ensures smooth, com-
fortable transitions. The improved particle swarm optimization
(IPSO) algorithm refines trajectory selection via a cost func-
tion, achieving faster convergence than popular benchmarks.
Extensive simulations demonstrate that our framework effec-
tively handles dynamic obstacles, navigates curvy roads, and
meets stringent safety and comfort requirements. Future work
will extend the framework to more complex urban scenarios
and incorporate machine learning for enhanced prediction of
surrounding vehicle behavior.
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