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Abstract

This paper introduces a hierarchical framework for decision-making
and optimization, leveraging Large Language Models (LLMs) for
adaptive code generation. Instead of direct decision-making, LLMs
generate and refine executable control policies through a meta-
policy that guides task generation and a base policy for operational
actions. Applied to a simplified microgrid scenario, the approach
achieves up to 15 percent cost savings by iteratively improving
battery control strategies. The proposed methodology lays a foun-
dation for integrating LLM-based tools into planning and control
tasks, offering adaptable and scalable solutions for complex systems
while addressing challenges of uncertainty and reproducibility.
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1 Introduction

Modern energy systems are becoming increasingly complex: Dis-
tributed energy generation, storage integration, and dynamic load
profiles necessitate advanced control and decision-making meth-
ods. In this context, Large Language Models (LLMs) are gaining
significance in research, primarily serving in energy simulation
[3, 23] and expert guidance for high-level control strategies [4, 21].
However, for direct usage as energy controllers, they show funda-
mental limitations in providing robust and generalizable solutions,
especially when tasks require advanced algorithmic capabilities
[17].

While approaches such as chain-of-thought prompting [20] can
improve performance, LLMs remain inefficient at scaling for high-
dimensional problems and lack formally verifiable correctness guar-
antees [5, 22]. On the other hand, LLMs excel at converting opti-
mization tasks into software code, as demonstrated across HVAC
control, electrical vehicle charging, and power systems [8, 9, 11]. Re-
cent advances show how LLMs can formulate solutions as abstract
hypotheses before programmatic implementation and verification
[19], generate adaptable Python code for decision-making tasks
[14], and employ agent-driven structures for precise strategy gener-
ation through collaborative reasoning and debugging [10]. Recent
work by Ishida et al. [7] demonstrates iterative LLM-driven code
optimization for autonomous driving, but focuses on task-specific
improvements rather than providing a generalizable theoretical
foundation for policy development.

We introduce a theoretical framework for adaptive self-improve-
ment of code-generated controllers in smart energy systems. Our
hierarchical approach leverages LLMs’ code generation capabilities
while addressing their limitations in direct control applications
through a two-level architecture: a meta-policy for high-level task
generation and refinement, combined with a base-policy for opera-
tional actions. Demonstrated in the energy domain through battery
control strategies in a microgrid scenario, our framework achieves
15 percent cost savings while establishing a methodology that can
be extended beyond energy systems to other sequential decision-
making tasks. This approach offers systematic controller refinement
that addresses challenges of stochasticity and reproducibility.



2 Mathematical Formulation

In this chapter, we describe the underlying stochastic optimization
problem using Powell’s Universal Canonical Model [15, 16]. We
then specify how the hierarchical decision-making structure (meta-
policy and base policy) is embedded in this formulation.

2.1 Universal Canonical model

The central problem is to find an optimal policy configuration € II
that solves the following problem:

T
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where the system dynamics are described by the transition equation
Ste1 = SM(St, x1, Wis). (1)
The variables and functions are defined as follows:

e S;: the state variable containing all relevant system infor-
mation at time ¢,

® X[ (St): the policy that maps each state to a decision vari-
able x; € X; with & = {f, 0} where f € ¥ is the function’s
type and 6 € ©f are the corresponding parameters.

® Wiy1: the exogenous information available at time ¢ + 1,
which may depend on the current state S; and/or the deci-
sion xy,

o SM(.): the transition function describing the system’s state
temporal evolution, and

o C;(-): the objective function evaluating the contribution or
costs of the chosen decision.

A policy configuration 7 is sought to find a sequence {xo, x1, . . .,
x7} to maximize the expected value of cumulative contributions
(or minimize costs) over the planning horizon T.

2.2 Hierarchical decision-making structure

Subsequently, the standard model described in Section 2.1 is ex-
tended to a two-stage (nested) policy architecture in which a meta-
policy and a base-policy interact. The goal is to generate executable
software code at the base-level using an LLM and iteratively im-
prove the code through a loop at the meta-level, so that the opera-
tional base policy for control in the energy system is continuously
optimized. Variables that refer to the meta-policy level are distin-
guished from those at the base-policy level by a hat symbol.

2.2.1 Policy-Levels.

Meta-level: The meta-policy controls by 7 how and when new
basic policy variants 7; and the associated software code are gener-
ated. For this purpose, we define a meta-decision in iteration step i
as follows:

X = Xi”(si| 91).

Here, S} describes the relevant meta-state (i.e., history of control
performance, cost trajectories, runtimes, quality metrics for the
code, etc.) and 6; the meta-policy related parameters. The meta-
decision variable X; contains information about z; and thereby
points out in which form the LLM should generate new software
(e.g., conversion of a heuristic into a non-linear model). Similarly,
it can also include which hyperparameters should be adjusted in the
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code generation process (e.g., an increased temperature for more
exploration).

Base-Level: The base-policy encompasses the actual decision
logic at time t and iteration step i whose outcome directly affects
the physical energy system. For this, we define a decision function

Xt = X;Ti (S[|91)

The state S; here refers to the operational energy system (e.g.,
storage levels, consumption figures, generation profiles), so that
X represents an executive action that directly intervenes in the
environment influenced by its decision parameters 6;.

To construct the base-policy X]*, we define a function ALLM
that leverages an LLM to generate a programmatic code snippet
¢i € C based on meta-decision %;, prior base-policy X! and
previous parameters 6;_1:

¢ = ﬂLLM (i‘i,xtﬂi—l, Bi—l) .

The generated code snippet c; directly contains the base-policy
code but requires cleaning and validation. We apply a mapping ®
to filter out extraneous or erroneous content from the raw LLM
output, ensuring a well-formed policy:

(X", 0;) = ®(c;) with the projection X" = &1 (c;).

The separation of ®(c;) and the LLM ensures that X, is an ex-
plicit, code-based policy function. In contrast, Wang et al. [18]
propose a direct-LLM-policy where the LLM itself acts as X;"LM
and determines decisions at each step, thereby keeping the policy
implicit within the LLM.

2.2.2  Meta- and base-policy classes. Both meta- and base-level poli-
cies can be categorized into one or more of four fundamental policy
classes [15, 16]. While the base-level policy class is determined
through LLM-generated code, the meta-level allows flexible selec-
tion based on the specific requirements. Examples for meta-level
policies include:

e Cost Function Approximations (CFA): control of LLM
hyperparameters such as temperature and top-k sampling
that enable a style specific code generation, e.g., more cre-
ativity in exploring unconventional solutions

e Value Function Approximations (VFA): reinforcement
learning to learn which sequence of prompts has the highest
probability of success for policy code improvement

e Policy Function Approximations (PFA): parametric func-
tions that directly map system states to discrete prompt
selection

¢ Direct Lookahead Approximations (DLA): Monte Carlo
Tree Search (MCTS) for exploring various prompt variants
and their potential impact on code quality

In a special case, we can instantiate the meta-policy XLLM 4
an LLM that provides high-level strategic directions to a separate
function ALLM, which leverages its own LLM instance for code
generation. This meta-policy setup falls into the class of Policy
Function Approximation (PFA), as the transformer architecture
serves as a universal function approximator capable of representing
any polynomial-time policy function with high accuracy when
sufficiently scaled [12].
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2.2.3 Objective Function for the Nested Policy. The objective is
an adaptive development of the base-policy towards an optimal
behaviour over the entire planning horizon; to this end, the meta-
policy uses the LLM to continuously control the generation and
adjustment of the associated base-policy variants.

TTi

ti+T/n
max E{ > st @(ai) . W) |so,so}.
t=t;

7Ti
X[

Two optimization stages take place here, based on the initial values
So, So of the respective level:

e Base-level: For a given base-policy representation X;" in
the form of software code, x; is determined in order to
control the energy system as optimally as possible in the
current time ¢.

o Meta-level: Xf determines how X;r i evolves from one iter-
ation i to the next. Notably, multiple time steps t may occur
before transitioning from iteration i to i + 1. Over the plan-
ning horizon T (divided into n segments for i = 1,...,n),
this approach continuously adapts the base-policy, aiming
to maximize contribution or minimize costs.

The overarching transition of the system state can be developed
analogously to equation (1). It holds that:

Sty =M (St, o1 (Ci) (St)s Wt+1)-
—_—
Xt
The exogenous information W;,1 encompasses uncertainties both
from the physical system (e.g., demand fluctuations, outages) and
from the stochasticity induced by the LLM generation itself. This
concerns, on one hand, variations in the generated code despite the
same prompt, but also the ambiguity of the base-policy information
7 in the form of text or software code. These uncertainties affect
the subsequent state Sy41 and, in turn, the meta-policy, which then
modifies the code again in the next time step.

The presented hierarchy enables an iterative approach in which
the LLM can both, exploratively generate new control strategies
or exploitatively refine existing rule sets. In this way, conventional
operative decisions (base-policy) are combined with an overar-
ching improvement loop (meta-policy), fostering continuous self-
improvement with an adaptive scheme of the entire system.

3 Algorithmic Implementation

This section introduces a compact hierarchical decision-making
framework with a meta-policy for high-level guidance and a base-
policy for operational decisions. The methodology is demonstrated
through a simulation of a simplified microgrid, showcasing the
practical application of the proposed structure.

3.1 Example

The following section illustrates the hierarchical concept and demon-
strates its application through a simulation, as illustrated in Figure 1.
The simulation is based on a simplified microgrid consisting of a
battery, a demand, an energy market, and an energy grid. The bat-
tery is controlled by a controller that makes decisions regarding

— Hﬁo context and signature
T
Meta-Policy % '%‘
Task Generator =
B i = AN ()
1 Agentic Software Developer
C (.) xerror ¢ (Cl)

Result Handler Code Generator
S,x,W,.. X[”",G,-
s W
| | | |
| | | Ny |

" | ! -

| === || Q< |
| .
| Battery | Base-Policy 'l Demand :

| |
! I ! I
| |
| | =l
| I |V ‘
| } Controller ! ) |
| ! 1 Market |
| |
*********** b S =SM(S)

Simulation Environment

Figure 1: System architecture for hierarchical decision-
making framework in energy domain

charging and discharging behavior. The core of this controller is
a base-policy that is generated by a LLM in form of Python code.
The objective is to minimize the total cost of meeting the demand.

3.1.1 Base-level environment. The battery is approximated by an
idealized model with defined charging capacities and an upper
threshold. The decision variable x; represents the charging and
discharging activity of the battery at a certain point in time and
is defined by the controller policy Xt” ‘. The relevant system infor-
mation S; includes the available state of charge Epqyrery» whereby
the constraints of charging power P, are negligible due to the large
time intervals. SM captures the new state S;4; via the rate of change
of the stored energy and the amount of charge.

Market conditions are provided as a stochastic time series, while
the demand is simplified and assumed to be constant. Both are
aggregated into W;41, which includes demand and market price.
The demand can be met either directly from the market, from the
stored energy in the battery, or through a combination of both. The
market, battery, and demand are interconnected in a line topology
without losses. For more detailed information on the model, we
refer to the Appendix.

Starting from the innermost layer, the cost function evaluates
the imported or exported energy quantity and the market costs
at the end of each simulation run. Those are represented as the
vectors containing the states S, exogenous variables W and taken
actions x. If the policy is successfully executed, these variables are
passed to the higher level meta-layer as § for further base-policy
optimization. In case of an error, the result handler will forward



this information to the code generator directly to initiate possible
adjustments.

3.1.2  Meta-level. In the higher-level loop, the meta-policy Xf ,
embedded within the task generator, is applied to S;. Based on its
decision logic, the meta-policy creates a task description %;. This
task description is additionally enriched with context information
and a Python reference signature so that it can be executed in the
simulation environment. All three together form a coherent prompt
that is passed on to the code generator and the large language model
it contains. The objective of this process is to generate an output c;
that is converted by ® into a new and improved base-policy X"
and/or parameter ;.

In this example, the meta-policy is represented by an LLM by
}A(l!“LM, which dynamically generates the task description of the
prompt for the code generating LLM (see Appendix C.2) to improve
the controller policy based on meta-level system information ;,
containing environment data Sy and costs C from the last simulation
run. This process fosters agentic behavior through the interaction
of distinct roles, namely the Task Generator and Code Genera-
tor, enabling a dynamic and adaptive problem-solving approach
[13]. The model used is Deepseek-R1, an open-source language
model trained with reinforcement learning, known for its strong
logical reasoning and problem-solving capabilities [2]. While this
reasoning model is responsible for the high-level task description,
Qwen2.5 Coder 32B Instruct [6] is employed for code generation
tasks, where it excels with state-of-the-art performance in several
coding benchmarks. The technical specifications of both models
are listed in the Appendix.

3.2 Results

This section presents the outcomes of the simulation, highlighting
the efficacy of the hierarchical control framework in managing bat-
tery operations within a simplified microgrid. The analysis empha-
sizes both the evolution of the control strategies and the resulting
performance improvements, as measured by the state of charge
dynamics and cost optimization.

15

10

Cost savings [%]

Iteration

Figure 2: Development of cost savings over several iteration.

Figure 2 illustrates the total costs across multiple iterations of
the optimization process. The steady decline in costs reflects the
iterative refinement of the policy generated by the large language
model.

The chosen meta-policy, which dynamically prompts the task
description, drives an evolution from simpler to more complex
approaches. Early implementations relied on basic moving average
calculations and binary trading decisions. Over time, more advanced
mechanisms were introduced, including hysteresis thresholds and
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adaptive parameters based on battery levels and market volatility,
enabling dynamic adaptation to market conditions.

The most effective strategy achieves cost savings of 15 percent
in battery operation compared to the reference scenario in which
the battery is switched off. A detailed record of the actions taken
and the associated storage level can be found in Figure 4 in the
Appendix.

It is also worth mentioning that our framework avoids the contin-
uous use of resource-intensive reasoning models such as Deepseek-
R1 over the planning horizon. While chain-of-thought mechanisms
increase costs by generating more tokens for improved decision
quality, the fine-tuned Qwen model consumes significantly fewer
resources.

However, it should be noted that these experiments are still at an
early stage and the diagram shown represents a best-case scenario
of the experiments carried out. Across multiple experimental runs,
the cost trajectories exhibit significant variability and are highly
dependent on the choices made for generating task descriptions.
Further research is needed to assess the impact of the meta-policy
on generating the base policies. Additionally, future studies should
evaluate the alignment between the base policy chosen by the LLM
and the policy selected and implemented by a domain expert.

4 Conclusion

This work presents a novel hierarchical decision-making and op-
timization process for energy systems where an LLM generates
executable control software. The approach centers on a meta-policy
that governs the generation, testing and refinement of software
variants, while the generated base-policy handles operational sys-
tem control, notably avoiding continuous use of resource-intensive
reasoning models over the planning horizon.

We demonstrated how LLM agents can bridge high-level task
descriptions with low-level code generation in microgrid battery
control, enabling dynamic strategy refinement under varying con-
ditions. Here our approach achieved cost reductions of up to 15
percent through meta-policy-guided algorithmic improvements.

Our experiments indicate that system performance critically
depends on the meta-policy’s ability to generate effective tasks for
code generation. The stochastic nature of current LLMs necessitates
mechanisms for ensuring result consistency and reproducibility.
Key open research questions include finding the optimal balance
between exploration of new code structures and exploitation of
promising solutions.

Future work should investigate scalability and performance for
multiple meta-policies compared to expert-designed policies. Criti-
cal areas include formal verification procedures and risk assessment
to ensure correctness and robustness of generated policies. For
complex systems, precise context modeling is crucial to capture the
component relationships and thereby improve the output quality.

While our initial focus was on energy systems, the underlying
principles of automated policy generation and adaptive refinement
can be extended to other domains. This enables broad applicabil-
ity across various sequential decision-making tasks. With more
powerful and deterministic language models expected to emerge,
we anticipate diverse applications across industrial and academic
practice.
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A Algorithm

The procedure within the hierarchical decision structure can be
concisely presented as follows:

Algorithm 1 Sequence of the hierarchical decision structure

1: Initialize So, So, 60, X"
2: for each meta stepi =0,1,...,ndo
3: if i > 0 then

4 % — XZ(Si.6)

5: cj — ﬂLLM(J?i, X;Ii*l, 0i—1)

6 (X[, 0i) — D(ci)

7: end if

8: for each time step t = t;,...,t; + T/n do
5 Xt XS | 63)

10: Execute x; on the energy system
11: Observe Wiyq

12: St41 — SM(St, xt, Wrs1)

13: end for

14: Update §i+1 with new metrics

15: end for

B System Models
B.1 Battery Storage Model

The dynamics of a lossless battery storage system are described by
the following equation:
dEbattery -p,
dt

where Epattery Tepresents the stored energy in the battery, and Pe
denotes the net charging power at time t. The net power follows
the convention:

e P, > 0: Charging mode

e P. < 0: Discharging mode.
The stored energy is subject to the following constraints:

0< Ebattery < Emax-

B.2 Exogenous Information

Figure 3 shows the time series of market prices and demand, illus-
trating the variability in exogenous information that affects the
system dynamics.
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Figure 3: Time series for market price and demand



B.3 Record of Battery Action and Storage Level
Figure 4 shows the time evolution of the battery’s storage level
(blue curve) alongside the corresponding charging and discharging
actions (red curve).
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Figure 4: Base Policy

C Generative Model
C.1 Task Generator

The Task Generator, implemented using DeepSeek-R1, receives
system performance metrics and generates a high-level task de-
scriptions for base-policy improvement. The prompt template is
structured as follows:
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Key Constraints:
1. Battery Capacity:
- @ <= energy_stored <= max_energy_stored
- Battery charge must stay within physical limits

2. Energy Conservation:
- discharge <= energy_stored
- Cannot discharge more energy than stored

3. Demand Coverage:
- market_buy + discharge >= own_demand
- Must meet energy demand_sequence in each timestep

Structure example:
{policy_signature} # Initially defined
Implementation instructions:

{task_description} # Created by Task Generator

Provide the final implementation without Markdown
formatting or additional comments outside the class.

The Code Generator produces implementations that match the
specified implementation signature from Appendix C.3. In the event
of an error, the code of the existing base-policy is attempted to be
corrected via an error prompt.

You are an expert developing an intelligent battery
management system. Analyze the system performance
and provide strategic direction.

Current Implementation:
T python
{code.content if code.success
else "Implementation failed"}

Performance Data:

- Battery levels: {battery_level_record}

- Charge/discharge actions: {action_record}

- Time-based costs: {cost_per_time_record}

- Current total cost: {total_cost}

- Historical total costs: {total_cost_record}

Provide:

1. Key performance insights (2-3 points)
2. Strategic direction: continue or pivot
3. High-level improvement areas

You are an expert Python developer debugging a battery
management system implementation.

A BatteryPolicy implementation has failed in the
simulation environment with the following:

Error Message:

{error_message}

Failed Code:

{code}

Task:

Fix the implementation errors while maintaining the
original strategy where appropriate.

Expected output structure:

{policy_signature}

Return only the corrected Policy class implementation
without markdown formatting or extra comments
outside the class.

C.3 Python Function Signature for Policy
Implementation

The following Python class Policy defines the function signature

that will be invoked by the environment during the energy trading

process. This signature is provided as a reference for the LLM to

implement the take_action method.

C.2 Code Generator

The Code Generator, utilizing Qwen2.5 Coder 32B Instruct, trans-
lates the high-level task descriptions from task generator into exe-
cutable Python code. The prompt structure is defined as:

You are an expert Python developer.

Develop an intelligent battery management policy to
optimize energy costs while satisfying the
demand_sequence.

The policy must make strategic decisions about:

1. When to charge the battery (buy & store energy)

2. When to discharge the battery (use stored energy)

3. When to directly purchase from the market

class Policy:
def __init__(self, imported_energy, market_price,
cost):
"""Initialize policy parameters and state
variables."""
self.imported_energy = imported_energy
self.market_price = market_price
self.cost = cost
def take_action(
self,
state_of_charge: float,
charge [kWh]
imported_energy: float, # Current amount of
energy imported from the market [kWh]
market_price: float, # Current market price
[\euro/kWh]
cost: float
imported energy [\euro]
) -> float:

wn

# Current battery

# Current costs of
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Determine optimal energy trading action based on
current state.

Returns:
float: Action variable for the battery [kWh]
Positive: charge amount
Negative: discharge amount

pass # Implementation to be provided by the LLM

Explanation: This Policy class serves as an interface for the
energy management environment. The take_action method is
designed to be called with the current state parameters, allowing

the LLM to compute and return the optimal energy trading action.

C.4 Model Specification

The specifications presented in the following describe the interface
of DeepSeek-R1 and Qwen2.5 Coder 32B Instruct as available via
the OpenRouter API [1] at the time of publication. In addition,
the number of tokens and the resulting costs of the experiment
conducted are listed.

Table 1: Technical Specifications of the DeepSeek R1 Interface
via the OpenRouter API

Qwen2.5 Coder
32B Instruct

Parameter

(tok = tokens) Deepseek-R1

Context size [tok] 64,000 33,000
Maximum output size [tok] 8,000 3,000
Input cost [$/M tok] 0.55 0.007
Output cost [$/M tok] 2.19 0.016
Latency [sec] 14.03 0.3
Throughput [tok/sec] 8.33 59.5
Input tokens fed 4,850 1784
Output tokens generated 1,535 762
Total cost [$] 0.00603 0.000509




