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This Form 10-Q is filed by Xcel Energy Inc. Xcetétgy Inc. wholly owns the following subsidiarié¢orthern States Power Company, a
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PART | — FINANCIAL INFORMATION
Item 1 — FINANCIAL STATEMENTS

XCEL ENERGY INC. AND SUBSIDIARIES
CONSOLIDATED STATEMENTS OF INCOME (UNAUDITED)
(amounts in thousands, except per share data)

Operating revenues
Electric
Natural gas
Other
Total operating revenues

Operating expenses
Electric fuel and purchased power
Cost of natural gas sold and transported
Cost of sales — other
Operating and maintenance expenses
Conservation and demand side management progragmssp
Depreciation and amortization
Taxes (other than income taxes)
Total operating expenses

Operating income

Other income, net
Equity earnings of unconsolidated subsidiaries
Allowance for funds used during construction — éygjui

Interest charges and financing costs

Interest charges — includes other financing costs o
$5,614, $12,229, $11,406 and $18,038, respectively

Allowance for funds used during construction — debt
Total interest charges and financing costs

Income before income taxes
Income taxes
Net income

Weighted average common shares outstanding:
Basic
Diluted

Earnings per average common share:
Basic

Diluted

Cash dividends declared per common share

Three Months Ended June 30

Six Months Ended June 30

2014 2013 2014 2013
$ 2,297,631 $ 221987 $ 4,599,341 $ 4,312,07:
369,12 341,32:  1,248,81  1,010,91
18,33: 17,71¢ 39,53 38,77:
2,685,009  2,57891  5887,700  5361,76;
1,041,32  1,011,04  2,108,64:  1,936,08
210,90 188,76! 834,72 628,14(
7,64z 7,881 16,77: 16,29:
585,60 562,55 1,145,774  1,091,78
70,83 60,44¢ 148,38( 124,47
255,30° 243,93 501,25( 492,64(
116,27¢ 102,05: 240,98 215,47
2,287,881  2,176,67 4,996,500  4,504,90:
397,20 402,23 891,20 856,86(
82 41z 3,28¢ 4,33
7,811 7,52¢ 15,24¢ 15,10¢
23,60¢ 22,10¢ 4551 41,86:
139,40( 146,85: 278,49 286,48
(10,115 (10,316 (19,667) (19,079
129,28 136,53 258,83 267,41
299,42 295,75( 696,41 650,75
104,25¢ 98,89: 240,02 217,32
$ 19516: $ 196,85 $ 45638 $ 43342
503,27. 497,74 501,40 493,78
503,45t 498,03 501,61 494,30
$ 03¢ $ 0.4C $ 091 $ 0.8¢
0.3¢ 0.4¢ 0.91 0.8¢
$ 0.3C $ 0.2 $ 0.6 $ 0.5t



See Notes to Consolidated Financial Statements
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XCEL ENERGY INC. AND SUBSIDIARIES

CONSOLIDATED STATEMENTS OF COMPREHENSIVE INCOME (UN AUDITED)

(amounts in thousands)

Three Months Ended June 30

Six Months Ended June 30

2014 2013 2014 2013
Net income $ 195,16: $ 196,851 $ 456,38! $ 43342
Other comprehensive income (loss)
Pension and retiree medical benefits:
Amortization of losses included in net periodic éf#cost,
net of tax of $550, $729, $1,099 and $3,232, rdspsy 864 1,13¢ 1,72¢ 49¢
Derivative instruments:
Net fair value increase (decrease), net of tax9of§29), $6, and $(17),
respectively 16 (44) 8 (32)
Reclassification of losses to net income, net »fia
$365, $451, $722 and $1,881, respectively 574 694 1,13¢ 38¢
59C 65C 1,14z 35¢
Marketable securities:
Net fair value increase (decrease), net of tax of
$0, $0, $24 and $(18), respectively — — 38 (36)
Other comprehensive income 1,45¢ 1,78¢ 2,90¢ 81¢
Comprehensive income $ 196,61¢ $ 198,64. $ 459,29: $ 434,24

See Notes to Consolidated Financial Statements
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XCEL ENERGY INC. AND SUBSIDIARIES
CONSOLIDATED STATEMENTS OF CASH FLOWS (UNAUDITED)
(amounts in thousands)

Six Months Ended June 30

Operating activities
Net income $
Adjustments to reconcile net income to cash praviole operating activities:
Depreciation and amortization
Conservation and demand side management prograimtization
Nuclear fuel amortization
Deferred income taxes
Amortization of investment tax credits
Allowance for equity funds used during construction
Equity earnings of unconsolidated subsidiaries
Dividends from unconsolidated subsidiaries
Share-based compensation expense
Net realized and unrealized hedging and derivdtagsactions
Changes in operating assets and liabilities:
Accounts receivable
Accrued unbilled revenues
Inventories
Other current assets
Accounts payable
Net regulatory assets and liabilities
Other current liabilities
Pension and other employee benefit obligations
Change in other noncurrent assets

Change in other noncurrent liabilities

Net cash provided by operating activities

Investing activities
Utility capital/construction expenditures
Proceeds from insurance recoveries
Allowance for equity funds used during construction
Purchases of investments in external decommisgidnimd
Proceeds from the sale of investments in exteabehmissioning fund
Investment in WYCO Development LLC
Other, net

Net cash used in investing activities

Financing activities
Proceeds from (repayments of) short-term borrowings
Proceeds from issuance of long-term debt
Repayments of long-term debt, including reacquaisipremiums
Proceeds from issuance of common stock

Dividends paid

Net cash provided by financing activities

Net change in cash and cash equivalents

Cash and cash equivalents at beginning of period

Cash and cash eauivalents at end of pe $

2014 2013
456,38" $ 433,42
509,91 507,65¢

3,131 3,42%
60,46¢ 49,48¢
236,47¢ 235,68
(2,886 (3,319
(45,515 (41,867)
(15,249 (15,10¢)
18,11« 18,68
10,99( 18,741
(2,409 (2,759
1,40¢ (78,940
77,557 37,06¢
75,26¢ 40,68¢
(32,15 29,70(
(147,739 1,62¢
63,67¢ 76,69:
(129,98) (83,336
(115,45%) (170,16
47,85¢ 16,98:
(30,349 (169)
1,039,51 1,074,22!
(1,575,74) (1,596,77)
6,00( 50,00(
45,51¢ 41,86:
(404,78() (890,701
401,48t 887,50(
(2,139 (2,166
(1,56¢) (1,696
(1,531,22) (1,511,97)
18,80( (248,00()
838,58: 1,337,04!
(275,48 (651,511
176,57: 227,118
(274,36)) (250,39;)
484,11( 414,25(
(7,609 (23,502
107,14 82,32¢
99,54( $ 58,82:



Supplemental disclosure of cash flow information:
Cash paid for interest (net of amounts capitalized) $ (251,46) $ (258,129

Cash (paid) received for income taxes, net (4,709 13,68:

Supplemental disclosure of non-cash investing arah€ing transactions:
Property, plant and equipment additions in accopaysble $ 305,44 $ 302,43:
Issuance of common stock for reinvested dividemds401(k) plans 29,27. 37,50

See Notes to Consolidated Financial Statements
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XCEL ENERGY INC. AND SUBSIDIARIES
CONSOLIDATED BALANCE SHEETS (UNAUDITED)
(amounts in thousands, except share and per stae) d

June 30, 2014 Dec. 31, 2013
Assets
Current assets
Cash and cash equivalents $ 99,54( $ 107,14
Accounts receivable, net 742,73( 744,16(
Accrued unbilled revenues 609,67: 687,23(
Inventories 501,27( 576,53t
Regulatory assets 462,18! 417,80:
Derivative instruments 154,94( 91,70"
Deferred income taxes 282,76! 341,20:
Prepayments and other 270,71 252,25¢
Total current assets 3,123,82! 3,218,041
Property, plant and equipment, net 27,070,37 26,122,15
Other assets
Nuclear decommissioning fund and other investments 1,838,64: 1,755,99
Regulatory assets 2,451,55! 2,509,21:
Derivative instruments 59,73: 84,84
Other 173,50¢ 217,24:
Total other assets 4,523,44 4,567,29
Total assets $ 34,71764 $ 33,907,49
Liabilities and Equity
Current liabilities
Current portion of long-term debt $ 752 $ 280,76:
Short-term debt 777,80( 759,00(
Accounts payable 967,25: 1,261,23:
Regulatory liabilities 366,57¢ 274,76¢
Taxes accrued 269,02( 378,76t
Accrued interest 158,66: 159,37:
Dividends payable 151,09 139,43
Derivative instruments 20,87« 23,38:
Other 341,12: 377,77¢
Total current liabilities 3,059,92! 3,654,49
Deferred credits and other liabilities
Deferred income taxes 5,551,53' 5,331,041
Deferred investment tax credits 76,35: 79,23¢
Regulatory liabilities 1,107,25: 1,059,39!
Asset retirement obligations 1,897,94 1,815,39
Derivative instruments 194,55! 209,22
Customer advances 268,69( 275,55!
Pension and employee benefit obligations 650,59¢ 769,22:
Other 237,24: 237,21
Total deferred credits and other liabilities 9,984,16! 9,776,28:

Cammitmante and ~antinnanei



Capitalization
Long-term debt

Common stock — 1,000,000,000 shares authorize@.60%par value; 505,105,562 and
497,971,508 shares outstanding at June 30, 201BDend31, 2013, respectively

Additional paid in capital

Retained earnings

Accumulated other comprehensive loss
Total common stockholders’ equity

Total liabilities and equity

See Notes to Consolidated Financial Statements
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11,752,77 10,910,75
1,262,76. 1,244,92:

5,799,96: 5,619,31;

2,961,40 2,807,98:
(103,360) (106,279

9,920,77. 9,565,95!

$ 34,71764 $ 33,907,49
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XCEL ENERGY INC. AND SUBSIDIARIES

CONSOLIDATED STATEMENTS OF COMMON STOCKHOLDERS’ EQU ITY (UNAUDITED)

(amounts in thousands)

Three Months Ended June 30, 2014 and 2013

Balance at March 31, 2013

Net Income

Other comprehensive income
Dividends declared on common stock
Issuances of common stock
Share-based compensation

Balance at June 30, 2013

Balance at March 31, 2014

Net income

Other comprehensive income
Dividends declared on common stock
Issuances of common stock
Share-based compensation

Balance at June 30, 2014

Common Stock Issued Accumulated Total

Other Common

Additional Paid Retained Comprehensive Stockholders’

Shares Par Value In Capital Earnings Loss Equity
494,75 $ 1,236,880 $ 551551 $ 2,516,33 $ (113,62() 9,155,11:
196,85 196,85
1,78¢ 1,78¢
(140,259 (140,259
2,541 6,351 67,94( 74,29
12,45 12,45:
497,29t $ 1,24323' $ 559590 $ 257293 $ (111,83) 9,300,24!
501,15! $ 1,252,87¢ $ 5,681,150 $ 2,918,21' $ (104,82() 9,747,42.
195,16¢ 195,16«
1,454 1,45¢
(151,979 (151,979
3,954 9,88¢ 111,05: 120,93t
7,76¢ 7,76
505,10¢ $ 1,262,76- $ 5,799,960 $ 2,961,400 $ (103,36 9,920,77.

See Notes to Consolidated Financial Statements
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XCEL ENERGY INC. AND SUBSIDIARIES

CONSOLIDATED STATEMENTS OF COMMON STOCKHOLDERS' EQU ITY (UNAUDITED) (Continued)

(amounts in thousands)

Common Stock Issued Accumulated Total
Other Common
Additional Paid Retained Comprehensive Stockholders’
Shares Par Value In Capital Earnings Loss Equity
Six Months Ended June 30, 2014 and 2013
Balance at Dec. 31, 2012 487,96( $ 1,219,89° $ 5,353,01 2,413,811 $ (112,65) $ 8,874,07
Net income 433,42° 433,42°
Other comprehensive income 81¢ 81¢
Dividends declared on common stock (274,309 (274,309
Issuances of common stock 9,33¢ 23,34( 219,78! 243,12!
Share-based compensation 23,10¢ 23,10¢
Balance at June 30, 2013 497,29t $ 1,24323' $ 5,595,90 257293 $ (111,83) $ 9,300,24!
Balance at Dec. 31, 2013 49797. $ 1,24492' $ 5,619,31 2,807,998 $ (106,27) $ 9,565,95
Net income 456,38! 456,38!
Other comprehensive income 2,90¢ 2,90¢
Dividends declared on common stock (302,96 (302,96
Issuances of common stock 7,13¢ 17,83t 166,82! 184,66(
Share-based compensation 13,83( 13,83(
Balance at June 30, 2014 505,10¢ $ 1,262,76- $ 5,799,96¢ $ 2,961,400 $ (103,36) $ 9,920,77.

See Notes to Consolidated Financial Statements
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XCEL ENERGY INC. AND SUBSIDIARIES
Notes to Consolidated Financial Statements (UNAUDIED)

In the opinion of management, the accompanying dited consolidated financial statements contaiadilistments necessary to present
fairly, in accordance with accounting principlesgeally accepted in the United States of AmericAAB), the financial position of Xcel
Energy Inc. and its subsidiaries as of June 30420 Dec. 31, 2013 ; the results of its operatiomduding the components of net income
and comprehensive income, and changes in stockisbluity for the three and six months ended Bthe2014 and 2013and its cash flow
for the six months ended June 30, 2014 and 201Badfustments are of a normal, recurring natuxeept as otherwise disclosed.
Management has also evaluated the impact of eventsring after June 30, 2014 up to the date ofisse of these consolidated financial
statements. These statements contain all necesdjistments and disclosures resulting from thaluetian. The Dec. 31, 2013 balance sheet
information has been derived from the audited 28dr&olidated financial statements included in teelDEnergy Inc. Annual Report on Fo
10-K for the year ended Dec. 31, 2013 . These riotd®e consolidated financial statements have pegpared pursuant to the rules and
regulations of the SEC for Quarterly Reports omir@0-Q. Certain information and note disclosures norynaltiuded in financial statemer
prepared in accordance with GAAP on an annual thesie been condensed or omitted pursuant to slieand regulations. For further
information, refer to the consolidated financiatetnents and notes thereto, included in the Xcetdninc. Annual Report on Form 10-K for
the year ended Dec. 31, 2013, filed with the SEGeb. 21, 2014. Due to the seasonality of Xcekgyis electric and natural gas sales,
interim results are not necessarily an approphbase from which to project annual results.

1. Summary of Significant Accounting Policie

The significant accounting policies set forth intdld to the consolidated financial statements ébel Energy Inc. Annual Report on Form
10-K for the year ended Dec. 31, 2013 , approgdyiagpresent, in all material respects, the curstatus of accounting policies and are
incorporated herein by reference.

2. Accounting Pronouncement
Recently Issuet

Revenue Recognitio— In May 2014, the Financial Accounting StandardsrBassuedRevenue from Contracts with Customers, Topic 606
(Accounting Standards Update (ASU) No. 2014;08hich provides a framework for the recognitiorr@fenue, with the objective that
recognized revenues properly reflect amounts atyestentitled to receive in exchange for goodd aervices. This guidance, which includes
additional disclosure requirements regarding reeenash flows and obligations related to contraitis customers, will be effective for
interim and annual reporting periods beginningreitec. 15, 2016. Xcel Energy is currently evalugtine impact of adopting ASU 2014-09
on its consolidated financial statements.

3. Selected Balance Sheet D¢

(Thousands of Dollars) June 30, 2014 Dec. 31, 2013
Accounts receivable, net
Accounts receivable $ 793,53 $ 797,26°
Less allowance for bad debts (50,807 (53,109
$ 742,730 $ 744,16(
(Thousands of Dollars) June 30, 2014 Dec. 31, 2013
Inventories
Materials and supplies $ 234,21 $ 225,30t
Fuel 168,31« 189,48!
Natural gas 98,74 161,74!
$ 501,27 $ 576,53t
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(Thousands of Dollars) June 30, 2014 Dec. 31, 2013
Property, plant and equipment, net
Electric plant $ 31,360,19 $ 30,341,31
Natural gas plant 4,211,85. 4,086,65!
Common and other property 1,467,33 1,485,54
Plant to be retire® 85,80¢ 101,27¢
Construction work in progress 2,502,72. 2,371,561
Total property, plant and equipment 39,627,91 38,386,35
Less accumulated depreciation (12,854,91) (12,608,30)
Nuclear fuel 2,200,53. 2,186,79!
Less accumulated amortization (1,903,15) (1,842,68)

$ 27,070,37 $ 26,122,15

®  As aresult of the 2010 Colorado Public Utilitiesrmission (CPUC) approval of PSCo’s Clean Air Cléabs Act (CACJA) compliance plan and the Decerabés
approval of PSCo's preferred plans for applicaleleragating resources, PSCo has received approveaflyr retirement of Cherokee Unit 3 and ValmonitBrbetween
2015 and 2017. Amounts are presented net of acet@autiepreciation.

4. Income Taxe:

Except to the extent noted below, the circumstasee$orth in Note 6 to the consolidated finanstatements included in Xcel Energy Inc.’s
Annual Report on Form 10-K for the year ended [34¢.2013 appropriately represent, in all mategapects, the current status of other
income tax matters, and are incorporated hereiretgyence.

Federal Tax Loss Carryback Claims- In 2012 and 2013, Xcel Energy identified certaxpenses related to 2009, 2010, 2011 and 2013 that
qualify for an extended carryback beyond the tyidiwa -year carryback period. As a result of a leigtax rate in prior years, Xcel Energy
recognized a tax benefit of approximately $15 wiillin 2012 and $12 million in 2013.

Federal Audit — Xcel Energy files a consolidated federal incomer&turn. The statute of limitations applicable tceKEnergy’s 2008
federal income tax return expired in September 2Th2 statute of limitations applicable to Xcel Engs 2009 federal income tax return
expires in June 2015. In the third quarter of 2@&&,Internal Revenue Service (IRS) commenced amiation of tax years 2010 and 2011 ,
including the 2009 carryback claim. As of June 314, the IRS had proposed an adjustment to trexdithx loss carryback claims that
would result in $10 million of income tax expense the 2009 through 2011 claims and the anticipataidn for 2013. Xcel Energy is
continuing to work through the audit process, betdautcome and timing of a resolution is uncertain.

State Auditc — Xcel Energy files consolidated state tax returrseblzon income in its major operating jurisdictioh€olorado, Minnesot:
Texas and Wisconsin, and various other state indmased tax returns. As of June 30, 2014, Xcel Brierprliest open tax years that are
subject to examination by state taxing authoritieiss major operating jurisdictions were as follw

State Year

Colorado 2009
Minnesota 2009
Texas 2009
Wisconsin 2009

In the first quarter of 2014, the state of Wiscarngdmpleted an examination of tax years 2009 thid2@il1 . No material adjustments were
proposed for those tax years. As of June 30, 2biBfe were no state income tax audits in progress.

Unrecognized Tax Benefits— The unrecognized tax benefit balance includempaent tax positions, which if recognized wouldeefithe
annual effective tax rate (ETR). In addition, theacognized tax benefit balance includes tempdeatyositions for which the ultimate
deductibility is highly certain but for which theiguncertainty about the timing of such dedudtiilA change in the period of deductibility
would not affect the ETR but would accelerate thgrmpent of cash to the taxing authority to an eapgéeriod.

10
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A reconciliation of the amount of unrecognized bexefit is as follows:

(Millions of Dollars) June 30, 2014 Dec. 31, 2013

Unrecognized tax benefit — Permanent tax positions $ 75 % 12.€

Unrecognized tax benefit — Temporary tax positions 30.5 28.c
Total unrecognized tax benefit $ 376 ¢ 41.2

The unrecognized tax benefit amounts were redugebetax benefits associated with net operatisg (NOL) and tax credit carryforwards.
The amounts of tax benefits associated with NOLtararedit carryforwards are as follows:

(Millions of Dollars) June 30, 2014 Dec. 31, 2013
NOL and tax credit carryforwards $ (25.¢) $ (27.7)

It is reasonably possible that Xcel Energy’s amaifntnrecognized tax benefits could significanthange in the next 12 months as the IRS
audit progresses and state audits resume. As iexBmination moves closer to completion, it isogably possible that the amount of
unrecognized tax benefit could decrease up to appedely $8 million .

The payable for interest related to unrecognizgdemefits is partially offset by the interest biéreessociated with NOL and tax credit
carryforwards. The payables for interest relatedrie@cognized tax benefits at June 30, 2014 and le@013 were not material. onount:
were accrued for penalties related to unrecogriedenefits as of June 30, 2014 or Dec. 31, 2013.

5. Rate Matters

Except to the extent noted below, the circumstasee$orth in Note 12 to the consolidated finanstatements included in Xcel Energy Inc.’s
Annual Report on Form 10-K for the year ended [3d¢.2013 appropriately represent, in all mateeapects, the current status of other rate
matters, and are incorporated herein by reference.

NSP-Minnesota
Pending Regulatory Proceedin(— Minnesota Public Utilities Commission (MPUC)

NSP Minnesote— Minnesota 2014 Multi-Year Electric Rate Case— In November 2013, NSP-Minnesota filed a twear electric rate ca
with the MPUC. The rate case is based on a reqiiestern on equity (ROE) of 10.25 percent , a fi&&ent equity ratio, a 2014 average
electric rate base of $6.67 billion and an addélaverage rate base of $412 million in 2015.

The NSP-Minnesota electric rate case reflects emase in revenues of approximately $193 millio6.8rpercent in 2014 and an additional
$98 million or 3.5 percent in 2015. The requesludes a proposed rate moderation plan for 201£2848. After reflecting interim rate
adjustments, NSP-Minnesota requested a rate iredefl 27 million or 4.6 percent in 2014 and arreneental rate increase of $164 million
or 5.6 percent in 2015.

NSF-Minnesota’s moderation plan includes the accelemadf the eight -year amortization of the excesgrdciation reserve and the use of
expected funds from the U.S. Department of EneDfyK) for settlement of certain claims. These DOfands would be in excess of amot
needed to fund NSP-Minnesota’s decommissioning res@eT he interim rate adjustments are primarilpeissed with ROE, Monticello life
cycle management (LCM)/extended power uprate (BRbject costs and NSP-Minnesota’s request to amainounts associated with the
canceled Prairie Island (Pl) EPU project.

In December 2013, the MPUC approved interim rafe&l@7 million effective Jan. 3, 2014, subjectéfund. The MPUC determined that the
costs of Sherco Unit 3 would be allowed in interates, and that NSP-Minnesota’s request to acteldra depreciation reserve amortization
was a permissible adjustment to its interim ratpiest.

In June 2014, intervening parties filed directitashy proposing modifications to NSP-Minnesotatenequest. The Minnesota Department
of Commerce (DOC) recommended an increase of appetely $61.6 million in 2014 and a step increaks$52.9 million for 2015, based on
a recommended ROE of 9.8 percent and an equity0862.5 percent . The DOC also recommended aatopfia full decoupling pilot for

the residential and small commercial and indus(@al) class, based on actual results (not weattoemalized) for three years and made rate
design and cost allocation recommendations.

11
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Several other intervenors also filed testimony isotuded the following recommendations:
* One or more of these parties made recommendasieeking modifications to rate design, supportingdifying or opposing
decoupling, and proposing inclining block rates addocating for modification and application of #acess nuclear depreciation

reserve.

* One or more of these parties also made revesmdrement adjustments, including some of the saajiesstments recommended by
the DOC, such as the exclusion of the MonticelldJE®ales forecast and modifying or eliminating PUEamortization.

»  Other key revenue adjustments inclt

o Amortization of excess depreciation reserve forl@acplant
o Seeking to exclude twawned wind projects from the step rate incre

o Denial of the MultiYear Plan step rate increz
o An ROE recommendation of 9 percent
o Modification to the capital structure; ¢

o Exclusion of construction work in progress arldwhnce for funds used during construction (AFUDM®@)n rates and

adjustments to AFUDC rates and application.

In July 2014, NSP-Minnesota filed rebuttal testimamd reduced its request to an increase in regesfugpproximately $169.5 million or 6.2
percent in 2014 and an additional $95 million & Bercent in 2015. The revision reflects an uptatéSP-Minnesota’s 2014 sales forecast
and narrowed the number of disputed issues indbe by agreeing to or partially agreeing to anauteon several smaller issues. NSP-
Minnesota continues to support its initial filedsgimn, including cost recovery of the Monticell€M/EPU project, an ROE of 10.25 percent
and property taxes. For the 2015 increase, NSP-ddiota reduced its request by $3.5 million in otddocus the request on specific capital

projects.

The following table summarizes the DOC's recomm¢inda from NSP-Minnesota’s filed request:

DOC Direct Testimony

NSP-Minnesota
Rebuttal Testimony

(Millions of Dollars) 2014 2014
Filed rate request $ 1927 $ 192.7
Monticello EPU cost recovery (31.9) —
Sales forecast (29.5) (15.9)
ROE (26.9) —
Health care, pension and other benefits (21.9 (0.8
Property taxes (13.5) —
Pl EPU (5.9 (3.9
Other, net (2.2) (2.9
Total recommendation 2014 $ 61€ $ 169.:

DOC Direct Testimony

NSP-Minnesota
Rebuttal Testimony

(Millions of Dollars) 2015 Step 2015 Step

Filed rate request $ 98t % 98.t
Depreciation (17.5) —
Property taxes (14.5) 3.9
Production tax credits to be included in base rates (12.0) (11.7
DOE settlement proceeds (20.¢) 10.1
Capital changes and disallowances (5.6 —
Nuclear outage amortization (5.5 —
Emission chemicals (3.0 (0.2
Excess depreciation reserve adjustment 221 —
Other, net 1.7 1.C
Total recommendation 2015 step increase 54.¢ 95.C
Cumulative total for 2014 and 2015 step increase $ 116.5  $ 264.:
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NSF-Minnesota’s rebuttal rate request, moderation gt#erim rate adjustments and certain impactsxpeeses are detailed in the table
below:

Percentage Percentage

(Millions of Dollars) 2014 Increase 2015 Increase
Rebuttal pre-moderation deficiency $ 25C $ 68
Moderation change compared to prior year:

Depreciation reserve (82) 54

DOE settlement proceeds — (26)
Rebuttal rate request 16¢ 6.2% 95 3.5%
Interim rate adjustments (66) 66
PI EPU 4 @
Revenue impact® 107 157
Depreciation expense - decrease/(increase) 81 (46)
Recognition of DOE settlement proceeds — 26
Rebuttal pre-tax impact on operating income $ 18¢ $ 137

@ NSF-Minnesota’s total revenue for 2014 is capped atfittkerim rate level of $127 million and pre-taeegting income is capped at $208 million . Thidd¢atemonstrates
the impact of reducing NSP-Minnesota’s rebuttaliesy.

NSF-Minnesota recorded a current regulatory liabilgpresenting the current best estimate of a refbfigadion associated with interim raf
of approximately $12.5 million as of June 30, 2014.

The next steps in the procedural schedule are tegbéz be as follows:
e Surrebuttal Testimony -Aug. 4, 2014
e Evidentiary Hearing — Aug. 118, 2014
e Initial Brief — Sept. 23, 201
* Reply Brief —Oct. 14, 2014; ar
*  Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) Report Bec. 22, 201:

A final MPUC decision is anticipated in March 2015.

NSP-Minnesota — Nuclear Project Prudence Investigatien In 2013, the MPUC initiated an investigation &tetrmine whether the final
costs for the Monticello LCM/EPU project were pratleMonticello LCM/EPU project expenditures wergagpximately $665 million . Total
capitalized costs were approximately $748 milliavhjch includes AFUDC. Project expenditures wergaly estimated at approximately
$320 million , excluding AFUDC, in 2008 in NSP-Miesota’'s EPU certificate of need (CON) and plaet éiktension filings.

In October 2013, NSP-Minnesota filed a report taher support the change and prudence of the iedwosts. The filing indicated the
increase in costs was primarily attributable t@éhfactors: (1) the original estimate was based bigh level conceptual design and the
project scope increased as the actual conditiottsegblant were incorporated into the design; f)lementation difficulties, including the
amount of work that occurred in confined and radiiva or electrically sensitive spaces and NSP-Mgata’s and its vendors’ ability to
attract and retain experienced workers; and (3jtiaddl Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) licemsielated requests over the five -plus
year application process. N-Minnesota has provided information that the cosiat®n is in line with similar upgrade projectsdertaken b
other utilities and the project remains economych#neficial to customers. NSP-Minnesota has reckall necessary licenses from the NRC
for the Monticello EPU, and has begun the proces®imply with the license requirements for highewpr levels, subject to NRC oversight
and review.

On July 2, 2014, the DOC filed testimony and recanded a disallowance of recovery of approximat&ly.$ million of project costs,
including expenditures and associated AFUDC, onrabbota jurisdictional basis. This equates taa@ tdSP System amount of
approximately $94 million .

The DOC'’s recommendation indicated that althoughctbimbined LCM/EPU project is cost effective, NSiuWesota should have done a
better job of estimating initial project costs bétinvestments required to achieve 71 megawatts Ybhadditional capacity (i.e., EPU costs)
as opposed to investments required to extendftheflthe plant. They asserted that approximatslp&rcent of the total $665 million in costs
were associated with project components requirtalystm achieve the EPU.
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The DOC’s recommendation, NSP-Minnesota’s respansecomments of other parties are expected to heidered by an ALJ later this
year, who in turn will make a report of recommeiafa to the MPUC. The results and any recommenagfiom the conclusion of th
prudence proceeding are expected to be considgrétetMPUC in NSP-Minnesota’s pending Minnesotaf2Mullti-Year electric rate case.

The next steps in the procedural schedule are &eghéz be as follows:
* Rebuttal Testimony -Aug. 26, 201«
»  Surrebuttal Testimony -Sept. 19, 201
* Hearing — Sept. 25Sept. 30, 201
e Reply Brief —Nov. 21, 2014; ar
* ALJ Report —Dec. 31, 201

A final MPUC decision is anticipated in the firstarter of 2015.
Electric, Purchased Gas and Resource Adjustment Cleses

NSP-Minnesota - Gas Utility Infrastructure Cost (GUICRider— In August 2014, NSP-Minnesota plans to file a GUider with the
MPUC for approval to recover the cost of natural gdrastructure investments in Minnesota to imgreafety and reliability. Costs include
funding for pipeline assessment and system upgiiad&®15 and beyond, as well as deferred costs M&R-Minnesota’s existing sewer
separation and pipeline integrity management progr&ewer separation costs stem from the inspectisewer lines and the redirection of
gas pipes in the event their paths are in confl&P-Minnesota is requesting recovery of approxatye®14.9 million from Minnesota gas
utility customers beginning Jan.1, 2015, includi4g8 million of deferred sewer separation and initggnanagement costs. An MPUC
decision is anticipated by the end of 2014.

Pending Regulatory Proceedin— South Dakota Public Utilities Commission (SDPUC)

South Dakota 2015 Electric Rate Ca— In June 2014, NSP-Minnesota filed a request wighSBPUC to increase South Dakota electric
rates by $15.6 million annually, or 8.0 percerffeaive Jan. 1, 2015. The request is based orl& B&storic test year (HTY) adjusted for
certain known and measurable changes for 2014 @b, 2 requested ROE of 10.25 percent , an aveadgdase of $433.2 million and an
equity ratio of 53.86 percent . This request réfdé¢SP-Minnesota’s proposal to move recovery ofagmately $9.0 million for certain
Transmission Cost Recovery (TCR) rider and Infratire rider projects to base rates.

The major components of the request are as follows:

(Millions of Dollars) Request
Nuclear investments and operating costs $ 13.4
Other production, transmission and distribution 5.C
Technology improvements 2.1
Pension and operating and maintenance (O&M) exgense 1.€
Wind generation facilities 1.4
Capital structure 1.1
Incremental increase to base rates $ 24.¢€
Infrastructure rider to be included in base rates $ (8.4)
TCR rider to be included in base rates (0.6)
Net request $ 15.€

A procedural schedule is anticipated to be estadtisn the second half of 2014. Final rates areebgal to be effective in the first quarter of
2015.

14




Table of Contents

NSP-Wisconsin
Pending Regulatory Proceedin¢— Public Service Commission of Wisconsin (PSCW)

NSP-Wisconsin 2015 Electric Rate Case #+May 2014, NSP-Wisconsin filed a request with B®CW to increase electric rates by $20.6
million , or 3.2 percent , effective Jan. 1, 20TBe request is for the limited purpose of updafifig5 electric rates to reflect anticipated
increases in the production and transmission foteatges and the fuel and purchased power compooktiits interchange agreement with
NSF-Minnesota. No changes are being requested toathigat structure or the 10.2 percent ROE authorigethe PSCW in the 2014 rate
case. As part of an agreement with stakeholddimibthe size and scope of the case, NSP-Wiscoalsim agreed to an earnings cap for 2015
only, in which 100 percent of the earnings aboweatthorized ROE would be refunded to customers.

The major cost components of the requested inci@@ssummarized below:

(Millions of Dollars) Request
Production and transmission fixed charges $ 28.1
Fuel and purchased power 13.€
Sub-Total $ 42.C
NSP-Minnesota transmission depreciation reserve $ (16.2)
Monticello EPU deferral (5.2
Total $ 20.€

The next steps in the procedural schedule are eegbéz be as follows:
» Direct Testimony (PSCW staff and intervenorsQet. 3, 201«
e Rebuttal Testimony —Oct. 17, 201«
e Surrebuttal Testimony -Oct. 24, 2014; ar
e Evidentiary Hearing —Oct. 28, 201«

A final PSCW decision is anticipated by the endhaf year with final rates implemented in January320
Pending Regulatory Proceedinc— Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC)

Midcontinent Independent System Operator, Ir( MISO) ROE Complaint— In November 2013, a group of customers filed mglaint at

the FERC against MISO transmission owners, inclydiSP-Minnesota and NSRisconsin. The complaint argues for a reductiothenROE
applicable to transmission formula rates in the ®li®gion from 12.38 percent to 9.15 percent , &ipiton on capital structures in excess of
50 percent equity, and the removal of ROE addeduding those for regional transmission organ@afRTO) membership and being an
independent transmission company), effective N&y2013.

In January 2014, Xcel Energy filed an answer tocttraplaint asserting that the 9.15 percent ROE evbalunreasonable and that the
complainants failed to demonstrate the NSP Systgrityecapital structure was unreasonable. The Mii@@smission owners separately
answered the complaint, arguing the complainantsaddave standing to challenge the MISO Tariffyisions, have not met their burden of
proof to demonstrate that the current FERC-appr&@#&, capital structure and other incentives ajastrand unreasonable, and the
complaint should be dismissed. Other parties fi@ahments supporting a reduction in the MISO redi®@E, the equity capital structure
limitations, and limits on ROE incentives, and soied the proposed effective date. In January 2icomplainants filed an answer to the
MISO transmission owners’ motion to dismiss. Theptaint is pending FERC action.

In June 2014, the FERC issued an order in a diffdROE proceeding adopting a new ROE methodologelfectric utilities. The new ROE
methodology requires electric utilities to use a tstep discounted cash flow analysis to estimasé af equity that incorporates both short-
term and long-term growth projections, insteadmfshort-term growth. The FERC set the issue efahpropriate long-term growth rate for
further hearing procedures. The FERC could orditiesaent judge procedures, and if necessary argan apply the new methodology to
MISO transmission owners. The new FERC ROE metlugois expected to reduce transmission revenuefreetpense, between $5 million
and $7 million annually for NSP-Minnesota and NSBnsin.
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PSCo
Pending and Recently Concluded Regulatory Procegdi— CPUC

PSCo- Colorado 2014 Electric Rate Case In June 2014, PSCo filed an electric rate caseolor@do with the CPUC requesting an
increase in annual revenue of approximately $181llfon , or 4.89 percent . The request includesitiitiation of a CACJA rider as part of
the overall 2015 rate case request of approxim&@bymillion , as well as additional amounts folecaar years 2016 and 2017. The CACJA
rider is anticipated to increase revenue recovgrggdproximately $40 million in 2016 and then deelin approximately $36 million in 2017.
PSCo’s objective is to establish a multi-year raguly plan that provides certainty for PSCo andutstomers.

The rate filing is based on a 2015 test year, agsigd ROE of 10.35 percent , an electric rate 68$6.39 billion and an equity ratio of 56
percent . As part of the filing, PSCo will transégproximately $19.9 million from the transmissiader to base rates. This transfer will not
impact customer bills. The CACJA rider is projectedecover incremental investment and expensegdan a comprehensive plan to retire
certain coal plants, add pollution control equipirterother existing coal units and add naturalggseration. The CACJA project investment
is expected to be completed by 2017.

In July 2014, the CPUC set hearings for early Ddimm2014. A decision as well as implementationrudlfrates are anticipated in the first
quarter of 2015.

PSCo- Manufacturer’'s Sales Tax Refund— Pursuant to the multi-year settlement agreemdhttive CPUC, PSCo defers 202014 annue
property taxes in excess of $76.7 million . Toéleent that PSCo was successful in the manufatdigales tax refund lawsuit against the
Colorado Department of Revenue, PSCo was to csadit refunds first against certain legal fees,thrd against the unamortized deferred
property tax balance at the end of 2014.

After PSCo'’s initial successes in the District Gaard Court of Appeals, the Colorado Supreme Coudune 30, 2014 ruled against PSCo’s
claim that it was due refunds for the payment édséaxes on purchases of certain equipment frooemDber 1998 to December 2001. Under
the multi-year settlement agreement, as a restiiteohdverse ruling, PSCo is required to reduc20is!} property tax deferral by $10 million ,
as this amount will not be recovered in electriesa This impact is reflected in PSCo’s pendiregtic rate case before the CPUC.

PSCo- Annual Electric Earnings Test— As part of an annual earnings test, PSCo museshiéh customers a portion of any annual
earnings that exceed PSCo’s authorized ROE threstidlO percent for 2012-2014. In April 2014, PSS its 2013 earnings test with the
CPUC proposing a refund obligation of $45.7 milltorelectric customers to be returned between AL@Qd4 and July 2015. This tariff was
approved by the CPUC in July 2014 to be effectivg AL, 2014. As of June 30, 2014, PSCo has alsgnézed management’s best estimate
of an accrual for the 2014 earnings test.

2012 Pipeline System Integrity Adjustment (PSIA) et — In April 2013, PSCo filed its 2012 PSIA repokguesting $43.5 million for
recovery of expenditures. In February 2014, PS®QPUC Staff and the Office of Consumer Couns@Pagreed to a settlement amount
of $43.4 million for recovery of 2012 expenditursabject to final approval. This includes a onestidisallowance of approximately $0.1
million of O&M expenditures and an agreement nadisallow capital expenditures related to a pipelieplacement project. In July 2014, the
ALJ issued a final decision approving the settlenagmeement.

Electric, Purchased Gas and Resource Adjustment Cleses

Renewable Energy Credit (REC) Shari— In 2011, the CPUC approved margin sharing ondstdone REC transactions at 10 percent to
PSCo and 90 percent to customers for 2014. In 20682CPUC approved an annual margin sharing ofirgtes20 million of margins on
hybrid REC trades of 80 percent to the customeds2@npercent to PSCo. Margins in excess of theriflibn are to be shared 90 percent to
the customers and 10 percent to PSCo. The CPUGriet PSCo to return to customers unspent carfisatdunds by crediting the
renewable energy standard adjustment (RESA) remylasset balance. PSCo’s credit to the RESA régylasset balance was not material
for the three months ended June 30, 2014. Fohtlee imonths ended June 30, 2013, PSCo creditdRBB& regulatory asset balance $6.5
million . The cumulative credit to the RESA regolat asset balance was $104.6 million and $104.Bomiat June 30, 2014 and Dec. 31,
2013, respectively. The credits include the custsiahare of REC trading margins and the unspeartesbf carbon offset funds.
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The current sharing mechanism will be effectivetiyh 2014. In May 2014, PSCo filed with the CPU@datinue this sharing mechanism
for 2015 and beyond, but remove the step increatieei sharing allocation of hybrid REC trades omgimes in excess of $20 million . In July
2014, the CPUC sent the proceeding to an ALJ. Asdetis anticipated later in 2014.

Pending Regulatory Proceedin— FERC

PSCo- Production Formula Rate ROE Complaint- In August 2013, PSCo’s wholesale production cusis filed a complaint with the
FERC, and requested it reduce the stated ROEs@gfrgim 10.1 percent through 10.4 percent to 9€réent in the PSCo power sales
formula rates effective Sept. 1, 2013. In June 2@BICo and its wholesale customers reached a eutifid settlement in principle to resolve
the complaint. The settlement is expected to lee fitith the FERC in September 2014. As of Jun€804, PSCo has recorded a refund
accrual based on the settlement terms.

PSCo Transmission Formula Rate Cas— In April 2012, PSCo filed with the FERC to revisetwholesale transmission formula rates f
an HTY formula rate to a forecast transmission fdarrate and to establish formula ancillary serviades. PSCo proposed that the formula
rates be updated annually to reflect changes its cesbject to a true-up. The request would ine@&3Co’s wholesale transmission and
ancillary services revenue by approximately $2.ioni annually. Various transmission customers @sted the filing. In June 2012, the
FERC issued an order accepting the proposed trasgmiand ancillary services formula rates, susipgritie increase to November 2012,
subject to refund, and setting the case for sedtigjudge or hearing procedures.

In June 2012, several wholesale customers filezhaptaint with the FERC seeking to have the transimisformula rate ROE reduced from
10.25 to 9.15 percent effective July 1, 2012. Ind®er 2012, the FERC consolidated this complaiti wie April 2012 formula rate change
filing.

In December 2013, the FERC approved a partialesettht resolving all issues related to the April2€@ansmission rate filing and June 2012
complaint other than ROE. The settlement is noeetqu to materially increase 2014 transmissionmees.

In March 2014, the FERC Staff filed testimony suping an ROE of 8.91 percent for July 2012 to Nobkem2012, and an ROE of 8.70
percenthereafter. In June 2014, PSCo and its transmissistomers reached a confidential settlement imcjpie to resolve the ROE issue
the transmission rate filing and complaint. Théleetent is expected to be filed with the FERC ipt8smber 2014. As of June 30, 2014, P!
has recorded a refund accrual based on the setttéarens.

SPS
Pending Regulatory Proceedin¢— Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT)

SPS- Texas 2014 Electric Rate Case In January 2014, SPS filed a retail electric case in Texas with each of its Texas municipalitie
and the PUCT for a net increase in annual revehapmroximately $52.7 million , or 5.8 percent €Tiet increase reflected a base rate
increase, revenue credits transferred from bass tatrate riders or the fuel clause, and resetitieg ransmission Cost Recovery Factor
(TCRF) to zero when the final base rates beconez®fe. In April 2014, SPS revised its request tetincrease of $48.1 million , based on
updated information.

The rate filing is based on a HTY ending June 2@l&quested ROE of 10.40 percent , an electiclrase of approximately $1.27 billianc
an equity ratio of 53.89 percent . The requesttalintrease reflected an increase in depreciatiperese of approximately $16 million .

SPS, intervenors, and other parties have commesetddment negotiations. A final settlement is@péted to be filed with the PUCT in the
third quarter of 2014. A final decision is antidipa later this year and final rates are expectdzbteffective retroactive to June 1, 2014.

Electric, Purchased Gas and Resource Adjustment Cleses
TCRF Rider — In November 2013, SPS filed with the PUCT to liempent the TCRF for Texas retail customers. Theestgd increase in
revenues was $13 million . The PUCT issued an aaltfiewing the TCRF to go into effect on an intetasis effective Jan. 1, 2014. In July

2014, the PUCT approved a settlement agreemengebettie parties allowing SPS to recover $4 milianually through the TCRF. As of
June 30, 2014, SPS had recorded an accrual fonasti refunds.
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Recently Concluded Regulatory Proceedir— New Mexico Public Regulation Commission (NMPRC)

SPS— New Mexico 2014 Electric Rate Case In December 2012, SPS filed an electric rate cadéew Mexico with the NMPRC for an
increase in annual revenue of approximately $45l@meffective in 2014. The rate filing was basen a 2014 forecast test year, a requested
ROE of 10.65 percent , an electric rate base o®@®4illion and an equity ratio of 53.89 percent .

In September 2013, SPS filed rebuttal testimonyisieg its requested rate increase to $32.5 millibased on updated information and an
ROE of 10.25 percent . The request reflected a diadduel increase of $20.9 million , an increasader revenue of $12.1 million and a
decrease to other of $0.5 million .

In March 2014, the NMPRC approved an overall inseeaf approximately $33.1 million . The increasterts a base rate increase of $12.7
million and rider recovery of $18.1 million for rewable energy costs, both based on an ROE of @@@pt and an equity ratio of 53.89
percent . Final rates were effective April 5, 20t4April 2014, the New Mexico Attorney General (M@ ) filed a request for rehearing. The
rehearing request was denied by the NMPRC. In 2044, the NMAG filed an appeal of the NMPRC'’s détdathe New Mexico Supreme
Court. A decision is expected in 2015.

The following table summarizes the NMPRC'’s apprdu@in SPS’ revised request:

(Millions of Dollars) NMPRC Approval

SPS revised request, September 2013 $ 32.5
Fuel clause adjustment credit — non-renewable gnevgts 2.3
SPS revised request, fuel adjusted 34.¢
ROE (9.96 percent) 1.2
Rate rider adjustment — renewable energy costs 6.C
Base rate reduction for rate rider — renewable@neosts (6.0)
Other, net (0.5)
Approved increase, March 2014 $ 33.1

Means of recovery:

Base revenue $ 12.7
Rider revenue 18.1
Fuel clause 2.3

$ 33.1

Pending Regulatory Proceedin— FERC

SPS Wholesale Rate Complair — In April 2012, Golden Spread Electric Cooperative. (Golden Spread) filed a rate complaint atigg
that the base ROE included in the SPS productiondta rate of 10.25 percent , and the SPS trangmissise formula rate ROE of 10.77
percent , are unjust and unreasonable. In July,ZB&Rlen Spread filed a second complaint, agaiingskat the base ROE in the SPS
production and transmission formula rates be redite®.15 and 9.65 percent , respectively.

In June 2014, the FERC issued an order in a diffdROE proceeding adopting a new ROE methodologglfxtric utilities. The new ROE
methodology requires electric utilities to use a tstep discounted cash flow analysis to estimase @f equity that incorporates both short-
term and long-term growth projections, insteadmdfshort-term growth. The FERC also issued orderssolidating the Golden Spread
complaints and setting them for settlement judge@dures and hearings and indicated the partieddshpply the new ROE methodology to
this proceeding. The effective dates of the refuargsApril 20, 2012 and July 19, 2013. The firdgtlsment conference was held in July 2014
and further settlement conferences are anticip@B&. continues to evaluate the impact of the neRG-ROE methodology. In July 2014,
SPS requested rehearing of the June 2014 orders.

6. Commitments and Contingencie

Except to the extent noted below and in Note 5cttmimstances set forth in Notes 12, 13 and ¥Adaonsolidated financial statements
included in Xcel Energy Inc.’s Annual Report on iot0-K for the year ended Dec. 31, 2QEppropriately represent, in all material respi
the current status of commitments and contingebilities, including those regarding public liabjlfor claims resulting from any nuclear
incident, and are incorporated herein by referefibe.following include commitments, contingenciesl anresolved contingencies that are
material to Xcel Energy'’s financial position.
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Purchased Power Agreements (PP/

Under certain PPAs, NSP-Minnesota, PSCo and SR®@ss power from independent power producing estftr which the utility
subsidiaries are required to reimburse naturabg&#$omass fuel costs, or to participate in tollargangements under which the utility
subsidiaries procure the natural gas requiredddipre the energy that they purchase. These spPétfs create a variable interest in the
associated independent power producing entity.

The Xcel Energy utility subsidiaries had approx et 3,698 MW and 3,338 MW of cap acity under ldegn PPAs as of June 30, 2014 and
Dec. 31, 2013, respectively, with entities thatdhbeen determined to be variable interest entiesl Energy has concluded that these
entities are not required to be consolidated iatssolidated financial statements because it doekave the power to direct the activities
most significantly impact the enti ties’ economarfermance. These agreements have expiration thataggh 2033.

Guarantees and Indemnifications

Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsidiaries provide got#as and bond indemnities under specified agretsnoetransactions. The guarantees and
bond indemnities issued by Xcel Energy Inc. guaammayment or performance by its subsidiaries. Aesalt, Xcel Energy Inc.’s exposure
under the guarantees and bond indemnities is hgsmuthe net liability of the relevant subsidiander the specified agreements or
transactions. Most of the guarantees and bond indiesissued by Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsid&limit the exposure to a maximum
amount stated in the guarantees and bond indesiniieof June 30, 2014 and Dec. 31, 2013, Xceldgnimc. and its subsidiaries had no
assets held as collateral related to their guagapteond indemnities and indemnification agreements

The following table presents guarantees and bodehmnities issued and outstanding for Xcel Energy: In

(Millions of Dollars) June 30, 2014 Dec. 31, 2013

Guarantees issued and outstanding $ 14€ $ 19.4
Current exposure under these guarantees 0.2 0.2
Bonds with indemnity protection 32.t 32.1

Indemnification Agreement:

In connection with the sale of certain Texas ele¢tansmission assets to Sharyland Distributioth Bransmission Services, LLC in 2013,
SPS agreed to indemnify the purchaser for losssim@mout of any breach of the representationsraveies and covenants under the related
asset purchase agreement and for losses arisiraj oeittain other matters, including pre-closiraplliities. SPSindemnification obligation |
capped at $37.1 million , in the aggregate. Theimdification provisions for most representationd arranties expire in December 2014.
The remaining representations and warranties, wigilgtie to due organization and transaction authtidn, survive indefinitely. As of

June 30, 2014 and Dec. 31, 2013, SPS has recariéd million liability related to this indemnity.

Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsidiaries provide inddmations through contracts entered into in tbenmal course of business. These are
primarily indemnifications against adverse litigatioutcomes in connection with underwriting agreetsieas well as breaches of
representations and warranties, including corpagaigtence, transaction authorization and incomertatters with respect to assets sold. >
Energy Inc.’s and its subsidiariesbligations under these agreements may be limitéerms of duration and amount. The maximum pcdé
amount of future payments under these indemniticatcannot be reasonably estimated as the obligatednts of these indemnifications
often are not explicitly stated.

Environmental Contingencies

Ashland Manufactured Gas Plant (MGP) Si— NSPWisconsin has been named a potentially respongénty (PRP) for contamination a
site in Ashland, Wis. The Ashland/Northern Statew/& Lakefront Superfund Site (the Ashland sitejudes property owned by NSP-
Wisconsin, which was a site previously operate@ Ipyedecessor company as a MGP facility (the UBh€f), and two other properties: an
adjacent city lakeshore park area (Kreher Parkloich an unaffiliated third party previously optr@ a sawmill and conducted creosote
treating operations; and an area of Lake Super@nsquamegon Bay adjoining the park (the Sediments)
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The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) ébits Record of Decision (ROD) in 2010, which d#xsss the preferred remedy the
EPA has selected for the cleanup of the Ashlard Bitr the Sediments at the Ashland Site, the R@feped remedy is a hybrid remedy
involving both dry excavation and wet conventiodaddging methodologies (the Hybrid Remedy). The R0 identifies the possibility of
wet conventional dredging only remedy for the Seatita (the Wet Dredge), contingent upon the compiedf a successful Wet Dredge pilot
study.

In 2011, the EPA issued special notice letterstifleéng several entities, including NSP-Wisconsis, PRPs, for future remediation at the
Ashland site. The special notice letters requeitatthose PRPs participate in negotiations wighERA regarding how the PRPs intended to
conduct or pay for the remediation at the Ashldtel As a result of settlement negotiations withIN&isconsin, the EPA agreed to segment
the Ashland site into separate areas. The firgt @hase | Project Area) includes soil and grouteimia Kreher Park and the Upper Bluff.
The second area includes the Sediments.

In October 2012, a settlement among the EPA, thecivisin Department of Natural Resources, the BadrRind Red Cliff Bands of the Le
Superior Tribe of Chippewa Indians and NSP-Wisaomss approved by the U.S. District Court for thestérn District of Wisconsin. This
settlement resolves claims against NRconsin for its alleged responsibility for themediation of the Phase | Project Area. Under thmag

of the settlement, NS®¥isconsin agreed to perform the remediation ofRhase | Project Area, but does not admit any Iighilith respect t
the Ashland site. The settlement reflects a cdsnate for the cleanup of the Phase | Project Afebd0 million . Demolition activities
occurred at the Ashland site in 2013. The finalgteor the soil, including excavation and treaties well as containment wall remedies
was submitted to the EPA in April 2014 and work coemced in May 2014. A preliminary design for thewgrdwater remedy was also
submitted to the EPA in April 2014 and those atitigi are expected to commence in 2015. Based gp tidated designs, the updated cost
estimate for the cleanup of the Phase | ProjecaAg@pproximately $52 million , of which $12 nulfi has already been spent. The settlement
also resolves claims by the federal, state andlttibstees against NSP-Wisconsin for alleged ahtesource damages at the Ashland site,
including both the Phase | Project Area and tharSeats. As part of the settlement, NSP-Wisconsmdumveyed approximately 1,390 acres
of land to the State of Wisconsin and tribal traste-ieldwork to address the Phase | Project Ard@aAshland site began at the end of 2012
and continues.

Negotiations are ongoing between the EPA and-Wisconsin regarding who will pay for or perfornetbleanup of the Sediments and what
remedy will be implemented at the site to addreesIediments. In August and September 2013, W&eonsin performed field studies in
Sediments to gather more data about site condititims data from that investigation was receivedraparted to the EPA at the end of 2013.
It is NSP-Wisconsin’s view that this data demortssdahe Hybrid Remedy is not safe or feasible toplément. The EPA’s ROD for the
Ashland site includes estimates that the costeHybrid Remedy is between $63 million and $77iomll, with a potential deviation in such
estimated costs of up to 50 percent higher to 30gpé lower. Also, in September 2013, the EPA retpgeNSP-Wisconsin consider re-
submitting another proposal to perform a Wet Dregitg study for a portion of the Sediments. NSPs@dinsin previously submitted a
proposal for a Wet Dredge pilot study in 2011. lovember 2013, NSP-Wisconsin submitted a revisedMWedge pilot study work plan
proposal to the EPA. In May 2014, NSP-Wisconsirerd into a final administrative order on consentlie Wet Dredge pilot study with the
EPA. Implementation of the pilot is anticipatedate summer or early fall of 2014.

In August 2012, NSP-Wisconsin also filed litigatiagainst other PRPs for their share of the cle@osts for the Ashland site. Trial for this
matter is scheduled for April 2015. Negotiationsamen the EPA, NSP-Wisconsin and several of therd®RPs regarding the PRPs’ fair
share of the cleanup costs for the Ashland sitels@ongoing.

At June 30, 2014 and Dec. 31, 2013, NSP-Wiscorathracorded a liability of $113.3 million and $1®4illion , respectively, for the
Ashland site based upon potential remediation @sigd costs together with estimated outside legdlcansultant costs; of which $33.4
million and $25.2 million , respectively, was cateied a current liability. NSP-Wisconsin’s potehligbility, the actual cost of remediation
and the time frame over which the amounts may ket qua subject to change. NSP-Wisconsin also coesiio work to identify and access
state and federal funds to apply to the ultimateediation cost of the entire site. Unresolved issurefactors that could result in higher or
lower NSP-Wisconsin remediation costs for the Astilsite include the cleanup approach implementethfoSediments, which party
implements the cleanup, the timing of when therulgais implemented, potential contributions by otRRPs and whether federal or state
funding may be directed to help offset remediatiosts at the Ashland site.
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NSF-Wisconsin has deferred the estimated site remediabsts, as a regulatory asset, based on an aexipadhat the PSCW will continue
allow NSP-Wisconsin to recover payments for envinental remediation from its customers. The PSCWcbasistently authorized in NSP-
Wisconsin rates recovery of all remediation costslired at the Ashland site, and has authorizeavery of MGP remediation costs by other
Wisconsin utilities. External MGP remediation costs subject to deferral in the Wisconsin retailsgiction and are reviewed for prudenc
part of the Wisconsin retail rate case process.edad existing PSCW policy, utilities have recoderemediation costs for MGPs in natural
gas rates, amortized over a four - to six -yeaiopgeThe PSCW historically has not allowed utikti® recover their carrying costs on
unamortized regulatory assets for MGP remediation.

In the 2013 rate case decision, the PSCW recogtiieedotential magnitude of the future liabilityr the cleanup at the Ashland site and
granted an exception to its existing policy attbguest of NSP-Wisconsin. The elements of this gtkame include: (1) approval to begin
recovery of estimated Phase 1 Project costs begjron Jan. 1, 2013; (2) approval to amortize tlessienated costs over a ten -year period;
and (3) approval to apply a three percent carrgivgj to the unamortized regulatory asset. In tHel2@te case decision, the PSCW continued
the cost recovery treatment established in the 28tE3case, with respect to the 2013 and 2014 gfeansts for the Phase | Project Area. The
PSCW determined the timing of the cleanup of theirSents was uncertain and declined NSP-Wisconsagsest to begin cost recovery for
this portion of the cleanup in 2014 rates. Howetlez, PSCW allowed NSP-Wisconsin to increase it#20mortization expense related to the
cleanup by an additional $1.1 milli¢a offset the need for a rate decrease for theralagias utility. The cost recovery treatment grerig the
PSCW in the 2013 and 2014 rate cases will helmatiti the rate impact to natural gas customershandsk to NSP-Wisconsin from a longer
amortization period.

Environmental Requirement

Water and waste

Federal Clean Water Act (CWA) Effluent LimitationSuidelines (ELG)}— In June 2013, the EPA published a proposed ElL&fan power
plants that use coal, natural gas, oil or nucleatennals as fuel and discharge treated effluestitéace waters as well as utilipevned landfills
that receive coal combustion residuals. The finkd s now expected in September 2015. Under theuproposed rule, facilities would
need to comply as soon as possible after July BOd o later than July 2022. The impact of thigroh Xcel Energy is uncertain at this time.

Federal CWA Section 316 (b} The federal CWA requires the EPA to regulate ibgplater intake structures to assure that thesetates
reflect the best technology available for minimgedverse environmental impacts to aquatic spelcieX011, the EPA published the
proposed rule that sets standards for minimizaifaaquatic species impingement, but leaves entmimmeduction requirements at the
discretion of the permit writer and the regionalfEdffice. A final rule was signed by the EPA in M2914. NSPMinnesota service territori
will be the most impacted by the requirements. fiilméng of compliance with the requirements will ydrom plant-to-plant since the new
rules do not have a final compliance deadline. &same of the compliance requirements depend essgécific determinations by state
regulators, the exact cost is somewhat uncertaiel Energy estimates the most likely cost for caamule is approximately $48 million with
the majority needed for compliance in NSP-Minnesitzel Energy anticipates these costs will be fodgoverable in rates.

Federal CWA Waters of the United States Rulelr-April 2014, the EPA and the U.S. Army Corps ofgiheers issued a proposed rule that
significantly expands the types of water bodiesitagd under the CWA. If finalized as proposeds thile could delay the siting of new
pipelines, transmission lines and distribution diniecrease project costs and expand permittingegpatting requirements. The ultimate
impact of the proposed rule will depend on the Bpaequirements of the final rule and cannot letedmined at this time. A final rule is not
anticipated before the first quarter of 2015.

Air

EPA Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Permitti— In 2011, new EPA permitting requirements becaffextve for GHG emissions of new and
modified large stationary sources, which were alie to the construction of new power plants avgroplant modifications that increase
emissions above a certain threshold. These rules weheld by the United States Court of AppealgHerDistrict of Columbia Circuit (D.C.
Circuit), but in June 2014 the U.S. Supreme Caarersed the EPA’'s GHG emission thresholds forghigiram. The Supreme Court decided
the EPA could not adopt GHG thresholds that woetglire permitting for new and modified large statiny sources. However, the Supreme
Court also decided if a new or modified stationsoyrce becomes subject to the permitting requirésritgnexceeding emission thresholds for
other pollutants, then GHG emissions may be evatlias part of the permitting process. Xcel Enesgyniable to determine the cost of
compliance with these new EPA requirements asnbisclear whether these requirements will applfutare changes at Xcel Energypowet
plants.
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GHG Emission Standard for Existing Sources- In June 2014, the EPA published its proposedanl&HG emission standards for existing
power plants. Comments are due to the EPA on @¢2014 and a final rule is anticipated in JuneX2Fbllowing adoption of the final rule,
states must develop implementation plans by Juté,20ith the possibility of an extension to Jund2@June 2018 if submitting a joint plan
with other states). Among other things, the progasée would require that state plans include eszdable measures to ensure emissions from
existing power plants in the state achieve the ERfate-specific interim (2020-2029) and final (@@®d thereafter) emission performance
targets. The plan will likely require additional esion reductions in states in which Xcel Energgrages. It is not possible to evaluate the
impact of existing source standards until the ERgulgates a final rule and states have adopteddpplicable state plans.

GHG New Source Performance Standard (NSPS) Proposalln January 2014, the EPA re-proposed a GHG N$P8dwly constructed
power plants which would set performance standardsiimum carbon dioxide emission rates) for coatl aatural gas-fired power plants.
For coal power plants, the NSPS requires an enmssaével equivalent to partial carbon capture d@othge (CCS) technology; for gas-fired
power plants, the NSPS reflects emissions levels tombined cycle technology with no CCS. The EBAtiues to propose that the NSPS
not apply to modified or reconstructed existing powlants. In addition, installation of control ggment on existing plants would not
constitute a “modification” to those plants undeg NSPS program. It is not possible to evaluaténipact of the re-proposed NSPS until its
final requirements are known.

GHG NSPS for Modified and Reconstructed Power Plasat In June 2014, the EPA published a proposed N8&Saould apply to GHG
emissions from power plants that are modified oonstructed. Comments are due to the EPA on O¢cRAB} and a final rule is anticipated

in June 2015. A modification is a change to antagssource that increases the maximum achievahleihrate of emissions. A

reconstruction involves the replacement of comptsaha unit to the extent that the capital coghefnew components exceeds 50 percent of
the capital cost of an entirely new comparable. Urie proposed standards are not based on and wottdquire installation of CCS
technology. Instead, the proposed standard forfireal power plants would require a combinatiorbest operating practices and equipment
upgrades. The proposal for gas-fired power plamtgldvrequire emissions standards based on efficembined cycle technology. It is not
possible to evaluate the impact of these proposettiards until the final requirements are knowraddition, it is not clear whether these
requirements, once adopted, would apply to futhenges at Xcel Energy’s power plants.

Cross-State Air Pollution Rule (CSAPR)- In 2011, the EPA issued the CSAPR to addressiange transport of particulate matter (PM)
and ozone by requiring reductions in sulfur dioxi8€-) and nitrous oxide (NOx) from utilities in the ¢é&® half of the United States. For
Xcel Energy, the rule would apply in Minnesota, ¥dissin and Texas. The CSAPR would set more stringepiirements than the proposed
Clean Air Transport Rule and require plants in Betaareduce their Seand annual NOx emissions. The rule would also eraatemissions
trading program.

In August 2012, the D.C. Circuit vacated the CSA#R remanded it back to the EPA. The D.C. Cirdaitesl the EPA must continue
administering the Clean Air Interstate Rule (CApg®nding adoption of a valid replacement. In Ap€@ilL2, the U.S. Supreme Court reversed
and remanded the case to the D.C. Circuit. Thee3u@iCourt held that the EPA’s rule design did riotate the Clean Air Act (CAA) and

that states had received adequate opportunityvtelale their own plans. Because the D.C. Circuitrtureed the CSAPR on two over-arching
issues, there are many other issues the D.C. Ciilnot rule on that will now need to be cons@tkon remand. In June 2014, the EPA filed
a motion with the D.C. Circuit asking it to lifterstay of the CSAPR. The EPA requested CSAPR'’s 26fipliance obligations be imposed
starting in January 2015. The D.C. Circuit hasymitruled on the maotion to lift the stay. Because not yet known how the litigation over
the remaining issues will be resolved or how th€.0Circuit will rule on the motion to lift the staif is not yet known what requirements may
be imposed in the future, or their timing.

As the EPA continues administering the CAIR while CSAPR or a replacement rule is pending, Xcetd@ynexpects to comply with the
CAIR as described below.

CAIR — In 2005, the EPA issued the CAIR to further regelSO, and NOx emissions. The CAIR applies to Texas ansc@fisin. The CAll
does not currently apply to Minnesota.

Under the CAIR’s cap and trade structure, compara@scomply through capital investments in emissiomtrols or purchase of emission
allowances from other utilities making reductiomstbeir systems. NSP-Wisconsin purchased allowainc2812 and 2013 and plans to
continue to purchase allowances in 2014 to comijily the CAIR. In the SPS region, installation ofvidNOXx combustion control technology
was completed in 2012 on Tolk Unit 1 and in 2014Toik Unit 2. These installations will reduce oinghate SPS’ need to purchase NOx
emission allowances. SPS had sufficient;@bwances to comply with the CAIR in 2013 and kaSicient allowances through 2015. At
June 30, 2014, the estimated annual CAIR NOx altmeaost for Xcel Energy did not have a materigdant on the results of operations,
financial position or cash flows.
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Regional Haze Rule— The regional haze program is designed to addvetsspread, regionally homogeneous haze that sesain
emissions from a multitude of sources. In 2005 ER& amended the best available retrofit technol@ART) requirements of its regional
haze rules, which require the installation and apen of emission controls for industrial facilgiemitting air pollutants that reduce visibility
in certain national parks and wilderness areathdir first regional haze state implementation {&tP), Colorado, Minnesota and Texas
identified the Xcel Energy facilities that will hato reduce S@, NOx and PM emissions under BART and set emisdionts for those
facilities.

PSCo

In 2011, the Colorado Air Quality Control Commigsiapproved a SIP (the Colorado SIP) that inclutied3ACJA emission reduction plan
as satisfying regional haze requirements for thditias included in the CACJA plan. In additiohgtColorado SIP included a BART
determination for Comanche Units 1 and 2. The Epgr@ved the Colorado SIP in 2012. Emission contblhe Hayden and Pawnee plants
are projected to cost $359.7 million and are exqubtd be installed between 2014 and 2017. PSCoipaties these costs will be fully
recoverable in rates.

In March 2013, WildEarth Guardians petitioned th& UWCourt of Appeals for the ¥TCircuit to review the EPA’s decision approving the
Colorado SIP. WildEarth Guardians has stated itehidllenge the BART determination made for Comandhits 1 and 2. In comments
before the EPA, WildEarth Guardians urged thatentremission limitations be made more stringerhat selective catalytic reduction (S(C
be added to the units. PSCo intervened in the ddme10" Circuit is anticipated to hear argument in Jan2dy5s, following completion of
the briefs in November 2014.

In 2010, two environmental groups petitioned th8.UDepartment of the Interior (DOI) to certify tHa& coal-fired boilers and one coal-fired
cement kiln in Colorado are contributing to visityilproblems in Rocky Mountain National Park. Tleldwing PSCo plants are named in the
petition: Cherokee, Hayden, Pawnee and Valmont.grbaps allege the Colorado BART rule is inadeqtatatisfy the CAA mandate of
ensuring reasonable further progress towards regtoatural visibility conditions in the park. & hot known when the DOI will rule on the
petition.

NSF-Minnesota

In 2009, the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (€% approved a SIP (the Minnesota SIP) and subdhitte the EPA for approval. The
MPCA's source-specific BART limits for Sherco Unitsand 2 require combustion controls for NOx ardisicer upgrades for SO The
MPCA concluded SCRs should not be required becdagsminor visibility benefits derived from SCRs dlat outweigh the substantial costs.
The combustion controls have been installed and¢hgbber upgrades, to be completed by January, 208 inderway. These emission
controls are projected to cost approximately $5liani, of which $44.4 million has already been sp& SP-Minnesota anticipates these
costs will be fully recoverable in rates.

After the CSAPR was adopted in 2011, the MPCA saipeinted its Minnesota SIP, determining that CSARRtmMBART requirements, but
also implementing its source-specific BART deteration for Sherco Units 1 and 2 from the 2009 MiroiasSIP. In June 2012, the EPA
approved the Minnesota SIP for electric generatimi¢gs (EGUs) and also approved the source-spedifission limits for Sherco Units 1 and
2 as strengthening the Minnesota SIP, but avoittadacterizing them as BART limits.

In August 2012, the National Parks Conservationo&igion, Sierra Club, Voyageurs National Park Assion, Friends of the Boundary
Waters Wilderness, Minnesota Center for Environmleftivocacy and Fresh Energy appealed the ERfAproval of the Minnesota SIP to
U.S. Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit (Eigh€ircuit). NSP-Minnesota and other regulated panivere denied intervention. In June
2013, the Eighth Circuit ordered this case to Hd leabeyance until the U.S. Supreme Court dectledCSAPR case. It is not yet known
how the U.S. Supreme Court’s April 2014 decisiortttm CSAPR, or the EPA’s June 2014 motion requgskia D.C. Circuit lift its stay of
the CSAPR, will impact the Eighth Circuit's procé®gs on the Minnesota SIP. Since the Court’s rubngCSAPR, the parties to this case
have filed motions that continue to hold the casalieyance while they determine how to proceed Eigleth Circuit granted these motions
and the case is in abeyance until at least Aug2@®4. If this litigation ultimately results in finer EPA proceedings concerning the
Minnesota SIP, such proceedings may consider wh&@G&s should be required for Sherco Units 1 and 2.

SPS

Harrington Units 1 and 2 are potentially subjecBfRT. Texas developed a SIP (the Texas SIP) thdsfthe CAIR equal to BART for
EGUs. As a result, no additional controls beyondEompliance would be required. In May 2012, tliRAEeferred its review of the Texas
SIP in its final rule allowing states to find tt@SAPR compliance meets BART requirements for EGtUs.not yet known how the U.S.
Supreme Court’s April 2014 decision on the CSAPRhe EPA’s June 2014 motion requesting the D.Cculti lift its stay of the CSAPR,
may impact the EPA’s approval of the BART requiretsdan the Texas SIP.

23




Table of Contents

In May 2014, the EPA issued a request for inforomatinder the CAA related to S@ontrol equipment at Tolk Units 1 and 2. The EP#tesd
it is conducting an analysis of the cost and fahisilof SO , controls on certain sources, including the Tolklitgc as part of its review of the
Texas SIP. The EPA has preliminarily identified Kak a contributor to haze in the Wichita Mountaiitdlife Refuge in Oklahoma, and is
planning further analysis of S{@ontrol options. The EPA plans to make a propasalavember 2014 that could include $€mission
controls at Tolk and anticipates issuing a finaisien in August 2015. The costs and timing of ptaté additional SQ controls at Tolk are
dependent on the EPA’s proposal and final decisieither of which is yet known.

Reasonably Attributable Visibility Impairment (RAYH RAVI is intended to address observable impairnfierh a specific source such as
distinct, identifiable plumes from a source’s stazla national park. In 2009, the DOI certifiedttagortion of the visibility impairment in
Voyageurs and Isle Royale National Parks is reddgratributable to emissions from NSP-Minneso@fgerco Units 1 and 2. The EPA is
required to make its own determination whetheraghgeiRAVI-type impairment in these parks and examwimich sources may cause or
contribute to any RAVI impact that is identifiedft@r studying the national parks and evaluatingtiplél sources, if the EPA finds that She
Units 1 and 2 cause or contribute to RAVI in théoral parks, the EPA would then evaluate whetherével of controls required by the
MPCA is appropriate. The EPA has stated it plarisdoe a separate notice on the issue of BART lier® Units 1 and 2 under the RAVI
program.

In December 2012, a lawsuit against the EPA was fih the U.S. District Court for the District ofiMhesota by the following organizations:
National Parks Conservation Association, Minne€gater for Environmental Advocacy, Friends of trmuBdary Waters Wildernes
Voyageurs National Park Association, Fresh EnerglySierra Club. The lawsuit alleges the EPA hdedab perform a nondiscretionary d
to determine BART for Sherco Units 1 and 2 underRAVI program. The EPA filed an answer denyingdhegations. The District Court
denied NSP-Minnesota’s motion to intervene in Ai¢3. NSP-Minnesota appealed this decision to thktk Circuit, which on July 23,
2014, reversed the District Court and found thaPNinnesota has standing and a right to intervene.

In June 2014, the EPA and the plaintiffs lodgedm@sent decree with the District Court. The consletee recites it will be subject to public
comment. The EPA will then evaluate comments anerdene whether to enter the consent decree wittbiktrict Court. The consent dec
establishes a schedule whereby the EPA would sgueposal on Feb. 27, 2015, determining whethgbility impairment in the national
parks is reasonably attributable to Sherco Undsd 2. If the EPA determines that it is, the cohsearee requires the EPA to make a final
RAVI BART determination for these units by Aug. 2015. If the EPA determines that it is not, theAB#ould not determine BART for
Sherco Units 1 and 2. NSP-Minnesota will contestptoposed consent decree and object to its eivien fNSP-Minnesota right to interven
in the litigation and thus participate in the négfin of any purported settlement of the case.

Legal Contingencies

Xcel Energy is involved in various litigation makehat are being defended and handled in the anglitourse of business. The assessment of
whether a loss is probable or is a reasonable ltigsiand whether the loss or a range of lossssmable, often involves a series of complex
judgments about future events. Management mainéaosials for such losses that are probable ofjdaturred and subject to reasone
estimation. Management is sometimes unable to atian amount or range of a reasonably possitbdariasertain situations, including but

not limited to when (1) the damages sought areterdenate, (2) the proceedings are in the earlyestaor (3) the matters involve novel or
unsettled legal theories. In such cases, therenisiderable uncertainty regarding the timing omate resolution of such matters, including a
possible eventual loss. For current proceedingspetifically reported herein, management doesntitipate that the ultimate liabilities, if
any, arising from such current proceedings woultehamaterial effect on Xcel Energy’s financiakstaents. Unless otherwise required by
GAAP, legal fees are expensed as incurred.
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Employment, Tort and Commercial Litigatio

Merricourt Wind Project Litigation— In April 2011, NSP-Minnesota terminated its agreataavith enXco Development Corporation
(enXco) for the development of a 150 MW wind projiecsoutheastern North Dakota. NSP-Minnesota’ssilat to terminate the agreements
was based in large part on the adverse impacptbject could have on endangered or threatenedesppimtected by federal law and the
uncertainty in cost and timing in mitigating thispact. NSP-Minnesota also terminated the agreendemrtso enXco’s nonperformance of
certain other conditions, including failure to dhta Certificate of Site Compatibility and the tai to close on the contracts by an agreed
upon date of March 31, 2011. NSP-Minnesota recoed®ti01 million deposit in the first quarter of 20Which was collected in April 2011.
In May 2011, NSP-Minnesota filed a declaratory junégt action in the U.S. District Court in Minnestteobtain a determination that it acted
properly in terminating the agreements. enXco filsed a separate lawsuit in the same court seefqomyoximately $240 millioffor an allege
breach of contract. NSP-Minnesota believes enXeoisuit is without merit. In October 2012, NSP-Mésota filed a motion for summary
judgment. In April 2013, the U.S. District Courtagted NS-Minnesotas motion and entered judgment in its favor. In AR@13, enXco file

a notice of appeal to the Eighth Circuit. In JuBi2, the Eighth Circuit issued a decision thatraféid the U.S. District Court’s dismissal of
the lawsuit filed by enXco. It is uncertain at thirme whether enXco will challenge this decisiotthugh Xcel Energy believes the likelihc
of loss is remote based on existing case law amtUtB. District Court’'s April 2013 decision, itri®t possible to estimate the amount or range
of reasonably possible loss in the event of an @@veutcome of this matter. No accrual has beearded for this matter.

Exelon Wind (formerly John Deere Wind) Complaii — Several lawsuits in Texas state and federal caundsregulatory proceedings hs
arisen out of a dispute concerning SPS’ paymemtsrfergy and capacity produced from the Exelon Vginkidiaries’ projects. There aveo
main areas of dispute. First, Exelon Wind clainat thestablished legally enforceable obligatidns@s) for each of its 12 wind facilities in
2005 through 2008 that require SPS to buy powezdas SPS’ forecasted avoided cost as determin2@05 through 2008. Although SPS
has refused to accept Exelon Wind's LEOs, SPS &stleat it must take energy from Exelon Wind un8BS’ PUCT-approved Qualifying
Facilities (QF) Tariff. Second, Exelon Wind hasseal various challenges to SPS’ PUCT-approved Qf,ahich became effective in
August 2010. The state and federal lawsuits andlaégry proceedings are in various stages of litigg including a pending appeal by SP!
the Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals. SPS believes likelihood of loss in these lawsuits and procegsliis remote based primarily on existing
case law and while it is not possible to estimhgamount or range of reasonably possible logseietent of an adverse outcome, SPS
believes such loss would not be material based itpdielief that it would be permitted to recovack costs, if needed, through its various
fuel clause mechanisms. No accrual has been retéodé¢his matter.

Pacific Northwest FERC Refund Proceedir— In July 2001, the FERC ordered a preliminary hegptindetermine whether there were un
and unreasonable charges for spot market bilatatas in the Pacific Northwest for December 2000uph June 2001. PSCo supplied ene
to the Pacific Northwest markets during this perdod has been a participant in the hearings. IteSdper 2001, the presiding ALJ concluc
that prices in the Pacific Northwest during theereficed period were the result of a number of factocluding the shortage of supply, exc
demand, drought and increased natural gas prigetefithese circumstances, the ALJ concluded tegbitices in the Pacific Northwest
markets were not unreasonable or unjust and nadsfshould be ordered. Subsequent to the ruliegi HRC has allowed the parties to
request additional evidence. Parties have claimatthe total amount of transactions with PSCoexthip refund is $34 million . In June
2003, the FERC issued an order terminating thegamiag without ordering further proceedings. Cartairchasers filed appeals of the
FERC's orders in this proceeding with the Nintha@it Court of Appeals (Ninth Circuit).

In an order issued in August 2007, the Ninth Circeimanded the proceeding back to the FERC andateti that the FERC should consider

other rulings addressing overcharges in the Cailifoorganized markets. The Ninth Circuit deniedttion for rehearing in April 2009, and
the mandate was issued.
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The FERC issued an order on remand establishingiptes for the review proceeding in October 2QhiSeptember 2012, the City of Sea
filed its direct case against PSCo and other Rallifirthwest sellers claiming refunds for the pedaduary 2000 through June 2001. The
of Seattle indicated that for the period June 2®B©6ugh June 2001 PSCo had sales to the City dflSeaapproximately $50 million . The
City of Seattle did not identify specific instanagunlawful market activity by PSCo, but ratheséd its claim for refunds on market
dysfunction in the Western markets. PSCo submitseginswering case in December 2012.

In April 2013, the FERC issued an order on rehepfline FERC confirmed that the City of Seattle widog able to attempt to obtain refunds
back from January 2000, but reaffirmed the trargactpecific standard that the City of Seattle atiter complainants would have to comply
with to obtain refunds. In addition, the FERC régekthe imposition of any market-wide remedieshaitgh the FERC order on rehearing
established the period for which the City of Seatthuld seek refunds as January 2000 through Ji0te 2 is unclear what claim the City of
Seattle has against PSCo prior to June 2000. Ipriteeeding, the City of Seattle does not allegeeific misconduct or tariff violations by
PSCo but instead asserts generally that the rateged by PSCo and other sellers were excessive.

A hearing in this case was held before a FERC Aldl@ncluded in October 2013. On March 28, 201d RERC ALJ issued an initial
decision which rejected all of the City of Seattlelaims against PSCo and other respondents. \84fect to the period Jan. 1, 2000 through
Dec. 24, 2000, the FERC ALJ rejected the City aitBe's assertion that any of the sales made t&theof Seattle resulted in an excessive
burden to the City of Seattle, the applicable legahdard for the City of Seattle’s challengesrythis period. With respect to the period
Dec. 25, 2000 through June 20, 2001, the FERC Ab&laded that the City of Seattle had failed taklsh a causal link between any
contracts and any claimed unlawful market actiitg standard required by the FERC in its remadéroiThe City of Seattle may contest the
FERC ALJ’s initial decision by filing a brief on e&ptions to the FERC.

Preliminary calculations of the City of Seattlelaim for refunds from PSCo are approximately $28iom excluding interest. PSCo has
concluded that a loss is reasonably possible wi#bect to this matter; however, given the surrcugndincertainties, PSCo is currently unable
to estimate the amount or range of reasonably Iplesisiss in the event of an adverse outcome ofntisiger. In making this assessment, PSCo
considered two factors. First, not withstanding BS@iew that the City of Seattle has failed to lgghe standard that the FERC has
established in this proceeding, and the recognttiahthis case raises a novel issue and the FER@slard has been challenged on appeal tc
the Ninth Circuit, the outcome of such an appeahcabe predicted with any certainty. Second, P&6Gald expect to make equitable
arguments against refunds even if the City of 8eattre to establish that it was overcharged famgactions. If a loss were sustained, PSCo
would attempt to recover those losses from othd?$?Rlo accrual has been recorded for this matter.

Biomass Fuel Handling Reimburseme— NSP-Minnesota has a PPA through which it proceresgy from Fibrominn, LLC (Fibrominn).
Under this agreement, NSP-Minnesota is chargedeidain costs of transporting biomass fuels that@livered to Fibrominn’s generation
facility. Fibrominn has demanded additional cestnbursement for certain transportation costs ieclisince 2007, as well as reimbursement
for similar costs in future periods. Fibrominn ofai that it is entitled to reimbursement from NSRyiMisota for past transportation costs of
approximately $20 million . NSP-Minnesota has eat#d Fibrominn’s claim and based on the terms@PRA with Fibrominn and its

current understanding of the facts, NSP-Minnesdtaudes the validity of Fibrominn’s claim, on theognd that, among other things, it seeks
to impose contractual obligations on NSP-Minnesio& are neither supported by the terms nor tlentrdaf the PPA. NSP-Minnesota has
concluded that a loss is reasonably possible wi#bect to this matter; however, given the surrcugndincertainties, NSP-Minnesota is
currently unable to determine the amount of reaslgrnaossible loss. If a loss were sustained, NSBRAgsota would attempt to recover these
fuel-related costs in rates. No accrual has besorded for this matter.

Nuclear Power Operations and Waste Dispo

Nuclear Waste Disposal Litigatio— In 1998, NSP-Minnesota filed a complaint in the WC8urt of Federal Claims against the United States
requesting breach of contract damages for the D@ilige to begin accepting spent nuclear fuel &y. B1, 1998, as required by the contract
between the United States and NSP-Minnesota. NSddbta sought contract damages in this lawswtitir Dec. 31, 2004. In September
2007, the court awarded NSP-Minnesota $116.5 miiliodamages. In August 2007, NSP-Minnesota filsd@nd complaint; this lawsuit
claimed damages for the period Jan. 1, 2005 thr@egh 31, 2008.
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In July 2011, the United States and NSP-Minnesptaeted a settlement agreement resolving both igsyguroviding an initial $100 million
payment from the United States to NSP-Minnesotd,maviding a method by which NSP-Minnesota camvec its spent fuel storage costs
through 2013, estimated to be an additional $100omi. In January 2014, the United States proppaed NSP-Minnesota accepted, an
extension to the settlement agreement which wiMaNSP-Minnesota to recover spent fuel storagésabsough 2016. The extension does
not address costs for used fuel storage after 2018 costs could be the subject of future litmatNSP-Minnesota has received a total of
$181.9 million of settlement proceeds as of June28@4. NSP-Minnesota’s next claim submissionhsamount of $33.6 million , was filed
May 15, 2014, for costs incurred in 2013. The D@GE antil Sept. 1, 2014 to accept or deny the clainhole or in part. Amounts received
from the installments, except for approved redungtisuch as legal costs, will be subsequently retlita customers through a reduction of
future rate increases or credited through anottgulatory mechanism.

7. Borrowings and Other Financing Instruments

Short-Term Borrowings

Money Pool — Xcel Energy Inc. and its utility subsidiaries hastablished a money pool arrangement that allowsHortterm investment
in and borrowings between the utility subsidiarldSP-Wisconsin does not participate in the moneyl.pécel Energy Inc. may make
investments in the utility subsidiaries at markaséd interest rates; however, the money pool agraagt does not allow the utility

subsidiaries to make investments in Xcel Energy Tine money pool balances are eliminated in codatién.

Commercial Paper —Xcel Energy Inc. and its utility subsidiaries m#etir short-term liquidity requirements primarilyrbugh the issuance
of commercial paper and borrowings under theiritfedilities. Commercial paper outstanding for KEmergy was as follows:

Three Months Ended Twelve Months Ended
(Amounts in Millions, Except Interest Rates) June 30, 2014 Dec. 31, 2013
Borrowing limit $ 2,45 % 2,45(
Amount outstanding at period end 77¢ 75¢
Average amount outstanding 91C 481
Maximum amount outstanding 1,18¢ 1,16(C
Weighted average interest rate, computed on a Hasgis 0.32% 0.31%
Weighted average interest rate at period end 0.3t 0.2t

Letters of Credil — Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsidiaries use lettérsredit, generally with terms of one year , toyide financial
guarantees for certain operating obligations. AeJ80, 2014 and Dec. 31, 2013, there were $71lbmand $47.8 milliorof letters of cred
outstanding, respectively, under the credit faesit The contract amounts of these letters of tegatiroximate their fair value and are subject
to fees.

Credit Facilities — In order to use their commercial paper progranfslfdl short-term funding needs, Xcel Energy Irand its utility
subsidiaries must have revolving credit faciliieplace at least equal to the amount of theirgepe commercial paper borrowing limits ¢
cannot issue commercial paper in an aggregate anegaaeding available capacity under these cradilities. The lines of credit provide
short-term financing in the form of notes payabl&anks, letters of credit and back-up supportfonmercial paper borrowings.

At June 30, 2014 , Xcel Energy Inc. and its utitybsidiaries had the following committed creddiliies available:

(Millions of Dollars) Credit Facility @ Drawn © Available

Xcel Energy Inc. $ 800.C $ 384.C $ 416.(

PSCo 700.( 263.: 436.7

NSP-Minnesota 500.( 50.¢ 449.1

SPS 300.( 140.( 160.C

NSP-Wisconsin 150.( 11.C 139.(
Total $ 2,450.( $ 849.. $ 1,600.¢

®  These credit facilities expire in July 20
® Includes outstanding commercial paper and lettecsealit
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All credit facility bank borrowings, outstandingtiers of credit and outstanding commercial papeuce the available capacity under the
respective credit facilities. Xcel Energy Inc. dtedsubsidiaries had no direct advances on thatdeailities outstanding at June 30, 2014 and
Dec. 31, 2013.

During the second quarter of 2014, Xcel Energy hegarking with its bank group to amend and extdredexisting revolving credit
agreements for Xcel Energy Inc. and each of theleégd subsidiaries. Xcel Energy expects to firallrese agreements during the third
quarter of 2014.

Long-Term Borrowings and Other Financing Instruments
During the six months ended June 30, 2014 , Xcer@nInc. and its utility subsidiaries completed tbllowing bond issuances:

» In March 2014, PSCo issued $300 million of 4.3€cpat first mortgage bonds due March 15, 2044

* In May 2014, NSP-Minnesota issued $300 milliéd d 25 percent first mortgage bonds due May 18420
* InJune 2014, SPS issued $150 million of 3.3@e first mortgage bonds due June 15, 208%

* InJune 2014, NSP-Wisconsin issued $100 milibB.30 percent first mortgage bonds due June 034 2

In connection with SPS’ issuance of $150 milliorBB30 percent first mortgage bonds due June 1% 28PS issued $250 million of
collateral 8.75 percent first mortgage bonds due. Re2018o0 the trustee under its senior unsecured indelmuseder to secure its previou
issued Series G Senior Notes, 8.75 percent duelD@618 , equally and ratably with SPS’ first ngage bonds as required by the terms of
such Series G Senior Notes.

Issuances of Common Sto— In March 2013, Xcel Energy Inc. filed a prospeciupplement under which it may sell up to $400 woillbf
its common stock through an at-the-market (ATM)gpean. During the six months ended June 30, 201ek| Bnergy Inc. issued
approximately 5.7 million shares of common stogalktigh this program and received cash proceeds##.Imillion net of $1.9 million in
fees and commissions. During the year ended De@@13, Xcel Energy Inc. issued approximately 7illion shares of common stock
through this program and received cash procee#i22.7 million net of $2.7 million in fees and comsions. As a result, Xcel Energy has
completed its ATM program. The proceeds from tiseances of common stock were used to repay shanteebt, infuse equity into the
utility subsidiaries and for other general corpernatirposes.

8. Fair Value of Financial Assets and Liabilitie:

Fair Value Measurements

The accounting guidance for fair value measuremamsdisclosures provides a single definition af¥alue and requires certain disclosures
about assets and liabilities measured at fair valugerarchical framework for disclosing the ohsaility of the inputs utilized in measuring

assets and liabilities at fair value is establisbedhis guidance. The three levels in the hienaente as follows:

Level 1— Quoted prices are available in active marketsdentical assets or liabilities as of the reportliage. The types of assets
and liabilities included in Level 1 are highly ligland actively traded instruments with quoted gsic

Level 2— Pricing inputs are other than quoted prices invaatharkets, but are either directly or indirecthservable as of the
reporting date. The types of assets and liabilitiekided in Level 2 are typically either comparaty actively traded securities or
contracts, or priced with models using highly olbiaéte inputs.

Level 3— Significant inputs to pricing have little or no @pgability as of the reporting date. The typessxfeds and liabilities
included in Level 3 are those valued with modetgingng significant management judgment or estiorati

Specific valuation methods include the following:

Cash equivalents— The fair values of cash equivalents are generalbetl on cost plus accrued interest; money markesfare measured
using quoted net asset values.
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Investments in equity securities and other f— Equity securities are valued using quoted pricezctive markets. The fair values for
commingled funds, international equity funds, prévaquity investments and real estate investmeatmaasured using net asset values,
which take into consideration the value of undedyfund investments, as well as the other accrasdta and liabilities of a fund, in order to
determine a per-share market value. The investneictsmmingled funds and international equity funasy be redeemed for net asset value
with proper notice. Proper notice varies by fund aan range from daily with one or two days notannually with 90 days notice. Private
equity investments require approval of the fundaioy unscheduled redemption, and such redemptiaysoe approved or denied by the fund
at its sole discretion. Unscheduled distributiaiogrf real estate investments may be redeemed woghepnotice, which is typically quarterly
with 45 - 90 days notice; however, withdrawals froeal estate investments may be delayed or disedwat a result of fund illiquidity. Based
on Xcel Energys evaluation of its redemption rights, fair valueamsurements for private equity and real estatestments have been assig

a Level 3.

Investments in debt securiti— Fair values for debt securities are determined thjrd party pricing service using recent tradeg an
observable spreads from benchmark interest ratesrfalar securities.

Interest rate derivative— The fair values of interest rate derivatives argeldeon broker quotes that utilize current markierest rate
forecasts.

Commodity derivatives- The methods used to measure the fair value of caitiynderivative forwards and options utilize forwlgrrices an
volatilities, as well as pricing adjustments foesific delivery locations, and are generally assija Level 2. When contractual settlements
extend to periods beyond those readily observablective exchanges or quoted by brokers, the sigimi€e of the use of less observable
forecasts of long-term forward prices and volagiston a valuation is evaluated, and may resuleirel 3 classification.

Electric commodity derivatives held by NSP-Minneswiclude transmission congestion instruments @seti from MISO, PIJM
Interconnection, LLC (PJM), Electric Reliability Gocil of Texas (ERCOT), Southwest Power Pool, (8€P) and New York Independent
System Operator, generally referred to as financasmission rights (FTRs). Electric commodityidatives held by SPS include FTRs
purchased from SPP. FTRs purchased from a RTQremecial instruments that entitle or obligate tioéder to monthly revenues or charges
based on transmission congestion across a givesniasion path. The value of an FTR is derived frand designed to offset, the cost of
energy congestion, which is caused by overall trassion load and other transmission constraintaditition to overall transmission load,
congestion is also influenced by the operating dales of power plants and the consumption of d@t@gtrpertinent to a given transmission
path. Unplanned plant outages, scheduled plantter@nce, changes in the relative costs of fueld irsgeneration, weather and overall
changes in demand for electricity can each imgsebperating schedules of the power plants orréimsnission grid and the value of an
FTR. The valuation process for FTRs utilizes comjitierative modeling to predict the impacts of fasted changes in these drivers of
transmission system congestion on the historideing of FTR purchases.

If forecasted costs of electric transmission cotigesncrease or decrease for a given FTR pathydhee of that particular FTR instrument

will likewise increase or decrease. Given the ladibbservability of managemenforecasts for several of the inputs to this cexphaluatior
model — including expected plant operating schedal®l retail and wholesale demand, fair value nreasents for FTRs have been assigned
a Level 3. Non-trading monthly FTR settlementsiacduded in the fuel and purchased energy costvergomechanisms as applicable in each
jurisdiction, and therefore changes in the faiueadf the yet to be settled portions of most FTiRsdeferred as a regulatory asset or liabi
Given this regulatory treatment and the limited niagle of FTRs relative to the electric utility pgons of NSP-Minnesota and SPS, the
numerous unobservable quantitative inputs to tmepdex model used for valuation of FTRs are insigaifit to the consolidated financial
statements of Xcel Energy.

Non-Derivative Instruments Fair Value Measurements

The NRC requires NSP-Minnesota to maintain a plotfuf investments to fund the costs of decommisisig its nuclear generating plants.
Together with all accumulated earnings or lossesassets of the nuclear decommissioning fundegadly restricted for the purpose of
decommissioning the Monticello and PI nuclear gatieg plants. The fund contains cash equivalergst slecurities, equity securities and
other investments — all classified as availablesfle. NSP-Minnesota plans to reinvest maturedrgiesuuntil decommissioning begins. NSP-
Minnesota uses the MPUC approved asset allocatiothé escrow and investment targets by asset fdagsth the escrow and qualified
trust.

29




Table of Contents

NSF-Minnesota recognizes the costs of funding the aeuissioning of its nuclear generating plants obherlives of the plants, assuming rate
recovery of all costs. Given the purpose and leggttictions on the use of nuclear decommissiofiungd assets, realized and unrealized gains
on fund investments over the life of the fund aséedred as an offset of NSP-Minnesota’s regulaasset for nuclear decommissioning costs.
Consequently, any realized and unrealized gaindamses on securities in the nuclear decommisgjoitind, including any other-than-
temporary impairments, are deferred as a compafehe regulatory asset for nuclear decommissianing

Unrealized gains for the nuclear decommissionimgifwere $295.7 million and $240.3 million at Jui®e 3014 and Dec. 31, 2013,
respectively, and unrealized losses and amountsded as other-than-temporary impairments were3h38llion and $58.5 million at
June 30, 2014 and Dec. 31, 2013, respectively.

The following tables present the cost and fair galfiXcel Energy’s non-derivative instruments wigicurring fair value measurements in the
nuclear decommissioning fund at June 30, 2014 s B1, 2013 :

June 30, 2014

Fair Value
(Thousands of Dollars) Cost Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Total
Nuclear decommissioning fund®
Cash equivalents $ 26,34¢ % 26,34¢ % — — 3 26,34«
Commingled funds 469,69. — 483,48: — 483,48.
International equity funds 78,81: — 87,74¢ — 87,74¢
Private equity investments 63,09¢ — — 81,12: 81,12
Real estate 49,42 — — 65,65¢ 65,65¢
Debt securities:
Government securities 34,39 — 30,54¢ — 30,54
U.S. corporate bonds 80,64" — 84,23( — 84,23(
International corporate bonds 15,91¢ — 16,43: — 16,43:
Municipal bonds 225,50t — 228,50t — 228,50¢
Asset-backed securities 9,21¢ — 9,33¢ — 9,33¢
Mortgage-backed securities 24,097 — 24,25( — 24,25(
Equity securities:
Common stock 376,21 572,06! — — 572,06!
Total $ 145336 $ 598,40¢ $ 964,52 $ 146,78. $ 1,709,71

®  Reported in nuclear decommissioning fund and dthastments on the consolidated balance sheethvetéo includes $85.5 million of equity investmeints
unconsolidated subsidiaries and $43.4 million cdaeilaneous investments.

Dec. 31, 2013
Fair Value
(Thousands of Dollars) Cost Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Total
Nuclear decommissioning fund®
Cash equivalents $ 33,28 $ 33,28 $ — 3 — 3 33,28
Commingled funds 457,98t — 452,22 — 452,22
International equity funds 78,81: — 81,67: — 81,67
Private equity investments 52,14: — — 62,69¢ 62,69¢
Real estate 45,56+ — — 57,36¢ 57,36¢
Debt securities:
Government securities 34,30: — 27,62¢ — 27,62¢
U.S. corporate bonds 80,27 — 83,53¢ — 83,53¢
International corporate bonds 15,02¢ — 15,35¢ — 15,35¢
Municipal bonds 241,11: — 232,01t — 232,01¢
Equity securities:
Common stock 406,69! 581,24: — — 581,24
Total $ 144519 $ 614,52: $ 892,43t $ 120,06: $ 1,627,02

®  Reported in nuclear decommissioning fund and dthexstments on the consolidated balance sheethvatéo includes $87.1 million of equity investmeints
unconsolidated subsidiaries and $41.9 million cdaeilaneous investments.
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The following tables present the changes in Levali@ear decommissioning fund investments for kined and six months ended June 30,

2014 and 2013:

Gains
Recognized as
Regulatory Transfers Out of
(Thousands of Dollars) April 1, 2014 Purchases Settlements Liabilities Level 3 June 30, 2014
Private equity investments $ 73,80. $ 2,18¢ % — 3 5,13¢ — % 81,12¢
Real estate 62,95« 197 — 2,501 — 65,65¢
Total $ 136,75! $ 2,381 $ — 3 7,64 — % 146,78:
Gains
Recognized as
Regulatory Transfers Out of
(Thousands of Dollars) April 1, 2013 Purchases Settlements Liabilities Level 3 June 30, 2013
Private equity investments $ 34,506 $ 7,29t $ — 3 3,78¢ — % 45,59(
Real estate 40,40¢ 2,03z (4,727 42~ — 38,14(
Total $ 7491: $ 9,33 $ (4,729 $ 4,211 — 3 83,73(
Gains Recognized
as
Regulatory Transfers Out of
(Thousands of Dollars) Jan. 1, 2014 Purchases Settlements Liabilities Level 3 June 30, 2014
Private equity investments $ 62,69t $ 10,95! $ — $ 747¢ % — $ 81,12!
Real estate 57,36¢ 3,85¢ — 4,43¢ — 65,65¢
Total $ 120,06: $ 14,80¢ $ — 3 11,90¢ $ — 3 146,78:
Gains Recognized
as
Regulatory Transfers Out of
(Thousands of Dollars) Jan. 1, 2013 Purchases Settlements Liabilities Level 3@ June 30, 2013
Private equity investments $ 33,25( $ 8,55¢ $ — 9 3,78¢ % — % 45,59(
Real estate 39,07« 6,81¢ (9,027 1,27( — 38,14(
Asset-backed securities 2,06 — — — (2,067 —
Mortgage-backed securities 30,20¢ — — — (30,209 —
Total $ 104,600 $ 1537. $ (9,029 $ 5,05€ $ (32,27¢) $ 83,73(

®  Transfers out of Level 3 into Level 2 were prindipaue to diminished use of unobservable inputd there previously significant to these fair valneasurement

The following table summarizes the final contrattaturity dates of the debt securities in the sacdecommissioning fund, by asset class,

at June 30, 2014 :

Final Contractual Maturity

Due in 1 Year Dueinlto5 Due in 5to 10 Due after 10

(Thousands of Dollars) or Less Years Years Years Total
Government securities $ — — 3 — 30,54t $  30,54¢
U.S. corporate bonds 307 15,35¢ 66,13: 2,43¢ 84,23(
International corporate bonds — 3,85¢ 12,57¢ — 16,43:
Municipal bonds 2,60¢ 26,90: 36,19t 162,80: 228,50t
Asset-backed securities — — 3,54( 5,79¢ 9,33¢
Mortgage-backed securities — — — 24,25( 24,25(

Debt securities $ 291t % 46,114 $ 118,44: $ 225,82 $ 393,29
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Derivative Instruments Fair Value Measuremen

Xcel Energy enters into derivative instruments|uding forward contracts, futures, swaps and ogtidor trading purposes and to manage
risk in connection with changes in interest ratgity commodity prices and vehicle fuel prices.

Interest Rate Derivative— Xcel Energy enters into various instruments thegatively fix the interest payments on certain flng rate debt
obligations or effectively fix the yield or pricex@ specified benchmark interest rate for an grateid debt issuance for a specific period.
These derivative instruments are generally desighas cash flow hedges for accounting purposes.

At June 30, 2014 , accumulated other comprehehssges related to interest rate derivatives inaugz 3 millionof net losses expected to
reclassified into earnings during the next 12 mera$ the related hedged interest rate transaétigresct earnings, including forecasted
amounts for any unsettled hedges.

Wholesale and Commodity Trading Risk >¢cel Energy Inc.’s utility subsidiaries conduct iars wholesale and commodity trading
activities, including the purchase and sale oftelecapacity, energy and energy-related instrusiextel Energy’s risk management policy
allows management to conduct these activities withiidelines and limitations as approved by itk nmnagement committee, which is made
up of management personnel not directly involvethaactivities governed by this policy.

Commodity Derivatives —Xcel Energy enters into derivative instruments tmage variability of future cash flows from changes
commodity prices in its electric and natural gasragions, as well as for trading purposes. Thidccmeclude the purchase or sale of energy or
energy-related products, natural gas to generatdrigl energy, natural gas for resale, FTRs andtlefuel.

At June 30, 2014 , Xcel Energy had various veHigdt contracts designated as cash flow hedges @ixtgthrough December 2016. Xcel
Energy also enters into derivative instruments thiéigate commaodity price risk on behalf of electaind natural gas customers but are not
designated as qualifying hedging transactions. ésum the fair value of non-trading commodity detive instruments are recorded in other
comprehensive income or deferred as a regulat@st as liability. The classification as a regulgtasset or liability is based on commission
approved regulatory recovery mechanisms. Xcel Bnergorded immaterial amounts to income relatetieaneffectiveness of cash flow
hedges for the three and six months ended Jur03@,and 2013.

At June 30, 2014 , net gains related to commodityvdtive cash flow hedges recorded as a compamfeatcumulated other comprehensive
losses included $0.1 million of net gains expedttebe reclassified into earnings during the nextriihths as the hedged transactions occur.

Additionally, Xcel Energy enters into commodity detive instruments for trading purposes not disetlated to commaodity price risks
associated with serving its electric and natural@estomers. Changes in the fair value of thesermity derivatives are recorded in electric
operating revenues, net of amounts credited tomests under margin-sharing mechanisms.

The following table details the gross notional amtswof commaodity forwards, options and FTRs at 3Me2014 and Dec. 31, 2013:

(Amounts in Thousands)®® June 30, 2014 Dec. 31, 2013

Megawatt hours of electricity 98,95¢ 58,42:
Million British thermal units of natural gas 9,491 9,85¢
Gallons of vehicle fuel 382 482

®  Amounts are not reflective of net positions in timglerlying commoditie
®  Notional amounts for options are included on a gtmssis, but are weighted for the probability cfreise
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The following tables detail the impact of derivatiactivity during the three and six months endew R0, 2014 and 2013, on accumulated
other comprehensive loss, regulatory assets abititiss, and income:

Three Months Ended June 30, 2014

Pre-Tax Fair Value Gains (Losses) Pre-Tax (Gains) Losses Reclassified into
Recognized During the Period in: Income During the Period from: Pre-Tax Gains
Regulatory Regulatory (Losses) Recognized
Accumulated Other (Assets) and Accumulated Other Assets and During the Period in
(Thousands of Dollars) Comprehensive Loss Liabilities Comprehensive Loss (Liabilities) Income
Derivatives designated as cash
flow hedges
Interest rate $ — % — % 95¢ @ § — $ —
Vehicle fuel and other
commodity 25 — @an ® — —
Total $ 25 $ = $ 93¢ $ = $ =
Other derivative instruments
Commodity trading $ — — = $ — $ 5,17¢ ©
Electric commodity — 17,379 — @,574) @ —
Natural gas commodity — (2,449 — — (65) @
Other commodity — — — — 64z ©
Total $ = $ (19,829 $ = $ (4,579 $ 5,75¢
Six Months Ended June 30, 2014
Pre-Tax Fair Value Gains (Losses) Pre-Tax (Gains) Losses Reclassified into
Recognized During the Period in: Income During the Period from: Pre-Tax Gains
Regulatory Regulatory (Losses) Recognized
Accumulated Other (Assets) and Accumulated Other Assets and During the Period in
(Thousands of Dollars) Comprehensive Loss Liabilities Comprehensive Loss (Liabilities) Income
Derivatives designated as cash
flow hedges
Interest rate $ — 3 — 3 1,90 @ $ — $ —
Vehicle fuel and other
commodity 14 _ (45) ® . .
Total $ 14 $ — $ 1,851 $ — $ —
Other derivative instruments
Commodity trading $ —  $ — 3 = $ — $ 2,92 ©
Electric commodity — (13,84 — (25,27¢ @ —
Natural gas commodity — 16,05¢ — (18,84( © (5,367 ©
Other commodity — — — — 642 ©
Total $ — $ 2,20¢ $ — $ (44,110 $ (1,802
Three Months Ended June 30, 2013
Pre-Tax Fair Value Gains (Losses) Pre-Tax (Gains) Losses Reclassified into
Recognized During the Period in: Income During the Period from: Pre-Tax Gains
Regulatory Regulatory Recognized
Accumulated Other (Assets) and Accumulated Other Assets and During the Period in
(Thousands of Dollars) Comprehensive Loss Liabilities Comprehensive Loss (Liabilities) Income
Derivatives designated as cash
flow hedges
Interest rate $ — $ — $ 1,162 @ % — $ —
Vehicle fuel and other
commodity (73 — @an ® — —
Total $ 73 % — $ 1,14¢ $ — $ —
Other derivative instruments
Commodity trading $ — 3 — 3 — $ — $ (49¢) ©
Electric commodity — 53,97 — (13,764 @ —
Natural gas commodity — (3,427) — — (2449 @

Total $ — $ 50,54° $ — $ (13,769 $ (742)
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Six Months Ended June 30, 2013

Pre-Tax Fair Value Gains (Losses) Pre-Tax (Gains) Losses Reclassified into
Recognized During the Period in: Income During the Period from: Pre-Tax Gains
Regulatory Regulatory (Losses) Recognized
Accumulated Other (Assets) and Accumulated Other Assets and During the Period in
(Thousands of Dollars) Comprehensive Loss Liabilities Comprehensive Loss (Liabilities) Income
Derivatives designated as cash
flow hedges
Interest rate $ — $ — $ 231 @ § — $ —
Vehicle fuel and other
commodity (48) — 42 ® — —
Total $ (48) $ = $ 2,27( $ = $ =
Other derivative instruments
Commodity trading $ — $ — $ — $ — $ 2,27¢ ©
Electric commodity — 60,39: — (28,999 @ —
Natural gas commodity — (3,379 — 9 @ (22¢) @
Total $ — $ 57,01¢ $ — $ (28,989 $ 2,05(

@  Amounts are recorded to interest chai

®  Amounts are recorded to O&M expen:

©  Amounts are recorded to electric operating reverResions of these gains and losses are subjstiaiong with electric customers through margfiaring mechanisms &
deducted from gross revenue, as appropriate.

@ Amounts are recorded to electric fuel and purchasseer. These derivative settlement gain and lossuats are shared with electric customers throughand purchased
energy cost-recovery mechanisms, and reclassitiedfancome as regulatory assets or liabilitiessappropriate.

©®  Amounts for the six months ended June 30, 20142848 included immaterial settlement losses on dtvigs entered to mitigate natural gas price uslefectric
generation, recorded to electric fuel and purchaeeeer, subject to cosecovery mechanisms and reclassified to a regylasset, as appropriate. The remaining deriv
settlement gains and losses for the six monthscedalee 30, 2014 and 2013 relate to natural gasitspes and are recorded to cost of natural gasassaldransported.
These gains and losses are subject to cost-recmegiganisms and reclassified out of income to aladgry asset or liability, as appropriate.

Xcel Energy had no derivative instruments desighatefair value hedges during the three and sixthhsoended June 30, 2014 and 2013.
Therefore, no gains or losses from fair value hedgeaelated hedged transactions were recognizetidse periods.

Consideration of Credit Risk and Concentrations Xeel Energy continuously monitors the creditworthsa of the counterparties to its
interest rate derivatives and commaodity derivativatracts prior to settlement, and assesses eacherparty’s ability to perform on the
transactions set forth in the contracts. Givendsigessment, as well as an assessment of the ioipéatl Energy’s own credit risk when
determining the fair value of derivative liabilisiethe impact of considering credit risk was immiatdo the fair value of unsettled commodity
derivatives presented in the consolidated balaheets.

Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsidiaries employ addil credit risk control mechanisms when approgrigtich as letters of credit, parental
guarantees, standardized master netting agreemahtermination provisions that allow for offsegfiof positive and negative exposures.
Credit exposure is monitored and, when necesdagyadtivity with a specific counterparty is limitadtil credit enhancement is provided.

Xcel Energy’s utility subsidiaries’ most signifidcatoncentrations of credit risk with particulariies or industries are contracts with
counterparties to their wholesale, trading and tnading commodity and transmission activities. &ne 30, 2014 , five of Xcel Energy’s 10
most significant counterparties for these actigitieomprising $54.3 million or 20 percent of thisdit exposure, had investment grade credit
ratings from Standard & Poor’s Ratings Servicesptos Investor Services (Moody’s) or Fitch Ratinghe remaining five significant
counterparties, comprising $58.7 million or 21 eetoof this credit exposure, were not rated byetagencies, but based on Xcel Energy’s
internal analysis, had credit quality consisterthvimvestment grade. All 10 of these significanticerparties are RTOs, municipal or
cooperative electric entities or other utilities.

Credit Related Contingent Features —Contract provisions for derivative instruments ttiet utility subsidiaries enter, including those
recorded to the consolidated balance sheet atdhie, as well as those accounted for as normahaise-normal sale contracts and therefore
not reflected on the balance sheet, may requirealting of collateral or settlement of the contisdor various reasons, including if the
applicable utility subsidiary is unable to maintéscredit ratings. At June 30, 2014, there wearéerivative instruments in a liability positic
that would have required the posting of collateradettlement of applicable outstanding contrefdise credit ratings of Xcel Energy were
downgraded below investment grade. If the crediihga of Xcel Energy Incs utility subsidiaries were downgraded below inresit grade ¢
Dec. 31, 2013, derivative instruments reflected B1L.4 million gross liability position on the catidated balance sheets at Dec. 31, 2013,
would have required Xcel Energy Ine ltility subsidiaries to post collateral or settfplicable outstanding contracts, including ottmrtract:
subject to master netting agreements, which woaleéhiesulted in payments of $1.4 million . At J80e 2014 and Dec. 31, 2013, there was
no collateral posted on these specific contracts.
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Certain derivative instruments are also subjecbiaract provisions that contain adequate assurelnoses. These provisions allow
counterparties to seek performance assurancedingleash collateral, in the event that a givelityigubsidiary’s ability to fulfill its
contractual obligations is reasonably expectecetmipaired. Xcel Energy had no collateral postéakteed to adequate assurance clauses in
derivative contracts as of June 30, 2014 and Dec2@13.

Recurring Fair Value Measurement— The following table presents for each of the failue hierarchy levels, Xcel Energy’s derivative
assets and liabilities measured at fair value mectarring basis at June 30, 2014 :

June 30, 2014

Fair Value Fair Value Counterparty
(Thousands of Dollars) Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Total Netting ©® Total
Current derivative assets
Derivatives designated as cash flow hedges:
Vehicle fuel and other commodity $ — ¢ 60 $ — 3 60 $ —  $ 6C
Other derivative instruments:
Commodity trading — 21,31: 7,58¢ 28,891 (9,225 19,67:
Electric commodity — — 125,61¢ 125,61¢ (26,339 99,28(
Natural gas commodity — 5,62¢ — 5,62¢ 9) 5,62(
Other commodity — — 642 642 — 645
Total current derivative assets $ — $ 27,000 $ 133,84¢ $ 160,84t $ (35,579 125,27!
PPAs® 29,66:
Current derivative instruments $ 154,94(
Noncurrent derivative assets
Derivatives designated as cash flow hedges:
Vehicle fuel and other commodity $ —  $ 34 % — 3 34 % — 34
Other derivative instruments:
Commodity trading — 17,79: 18C 17,97: (3,399 14,57:
Total noncurrent derivative assets $ — $ 1782t $ 18C $ 18,00¢ $ (3,399 14,60"
PPAs® 45,12t
Noncurrent derivative instruments $ 59,73
Current derivative liabilities
Other derivative instruments:
Commodity trading $ — $ 12,07¢ $ 2,298 $ 14,37: % (14,37) $ —
Electric commodity — — 26,33¢ 26,33¢ (26,339 —
Natural gas commodity — 63 — 63 9) 54
Total current derivative liabilities $ — % 12,13¢ $ 28,63 $ 40,770 % (40,719 54
PPAs® 20,82(
Current derivative instruments $ 20,87
Noncurrent derivative liabilities
Other derivative instruments:
Commodity trading $ —  $ 556z $ — 3 556: $ (5,479 $ 88
Natural gas commodity — 27 — 27 — 27
Total noncurrent derivative liabilities $ — % 558¢ $ — 3 558¢ $ (5,479 11k
PPAs® 194,43t
Noncurrent derivative instruments $ 194,55

@ 1n 2003, as a result of implementing new guidantéhe normal purchase exception for derivative anting, Xcel Energy began recording several lomgttBPAs at fair
value due to accounting requirements related tedyidg price adjustments. As these purchasesea®/ered through normal regulatory recovery medmasiin the
respective jurisdictions, the changes in fair vdbrahese contracts were offset by regulatorytasmed liabilities. During 2006, Xcel Energy quigif these contracts under
the normal purchase exception. Based on this dgatiifn, the contracts are no longer adjusteditosédue and the previous carrying value of thesetracts will be
amortized over the remaining contract lives aloritty the offsetting regulatory assets and liab#itie

®  Xcel Energy nets derivative instruments and relatgtteral in its consolidated balance sheet whaported by a legally enforceable master nettgrgeanent, and all
derivative instruments and related collateral am®were subject to master netting agreements at3@n2014. At June 30, 2014, derivative assetdiabitities includeno
obligations to return cash collateral and the sghtreclaim cash collateral of $7.2 million . T¢wunterparty netting amounts presented excludesetht receivables and
payables and non-derivative amounts that may bjestuo the same master netting agreements.
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The following table presents for each of the failue hierarchy levels, Xcel Energy’s derivativeeassnd liabilities measured at fair value on
a recurring basis at Dec. 31, 2013:

Dec. 31, 2013
Fair Value Fair Value Counterparty
(Thousands of Dollars) Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Total Netting © Total
Current derivative assets
Derivatives designated as cash flow hedges:
Vehicle fuel and other commodity $ — ¢ 88 $ — 3 88 $ —  $ 88
Other derivative instruments:
Commodity trading — 20,61( 1,167 21,777 (7,999 13,78:
Electric commodity — — 47,11: 47,11: (8,210 38,90:
Natural gas commodity — 5,90¢ — 5,90¢ — 5,90¢
Total current derivative assets $ — $ 26600 $ 4827¢ $ 74,88: $ (16,209 58,67¢
PPAs® 33,02¢
Current derivative instruments $ 91,70°
Noncurrent derivative assets
Derivatives designated as cash flow hedges:
Vehicle fuel and other commodity $ — ¢ 28 3 — 3 28 1e) $ 13
Other derivative instruments:
Commodity trading — 32,074 3,39¢ 35,46¢ (9,07 26,39¢
Total noncurrent derivative assets $ — $ 32,100 $ 3,39 $ 35,49¢ $ (9,087 26,41:
PPAs® 58,43:
Noncurrent derivative instruments $ 84,84:
Current derivative liabilities
Other derivative instruments:
Commodity trading $ — $ 1054¢ $ 1,80¢ $ 12,35( $ (12,007 $ 34¢
Electric commodity — — 8,21( 8,21( (8,210 —
Total current derivative liabilities $ — $ 1054¢ $ 10,01« $ 20,56( $ (20,219 34¢
PPAs® 23,03¢
Current derivative instruments $ 23,38:
Noncurrent derivative liabilities
Other derivative instruments:
Commodity trading $ — $ 1438. $ — 3 14,38. $ (9,087) $ 5,29¢
Total noncurrent derivative liabilities $ — $ 1438. $ — 3 14,38. $ (9,087) 5,29t
PPAs® 203,92¢
Noncurrent derivative instruments $ 209,22

® 1n 2003, as a result of implementing new guidantéhe normal purchase exception for derivative anting, Xcel Energy began recording several lomg#tBPAs at fair
value due to accounting requirements related t@ulyidg price adjustments. As these purchasesea®/ered through normal regulatory recovery meamasin the
respective jurisdictions, the changes in fair vdbrehese contracts were offset by regulatorytassed liabilities. During 2006, Xcel Energy quiald these contracts under
the normal purchase exception. Based on this dgatiifn, the contracts are no longer adjusteditosédue and the previous carrying value of thesetracts will be
amortized over the remaining contract lives alotitty the offsetting regulatory assets and liab#itie

®  Xcel Energy nets derivative instruments and relatgtteral in its consolidated balance sheet whaported by a legally enforceable master nettgrgeanent, and all
derivative instruments and related collateral ant®wurere subject to master netting agreements at¥1e013. At Dec. 31, 2013, derivative assetsliahilities include
obligations to return cash collateral of $0.2 raifliand the rights to reclaim cash collateral o2$dillion . The counterparty netting amounts présemexclude settlement
receivables and payables and non-derivative amaolbatsnay be subject to the same master nettirepagents.
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The following table presents the changes in Levei®@modity derivatives for the three and six morghded June 30, 2014 and 2013:

Three Months Ended June 30

(Thousands of Dollars) 2014 2013
Balance at April 1 $ 24217 $ 7,642
Purchases 120,10° 51,38¢
Settlements (33,610 (8,509
Net transactions recorded during the period:
Gains (losses) recognized in earnifiys 6,43¢ (217)
Losses recognized as regulatory assets and liabilit (11,759 (3,090

Balance at June 30

$ 105,39 $ 47,21¢

Six Months Ended June 30

(Thousands of Dollars) 2014 2013
Balance at Jan. 1 $ 41,66( $ 16,64¢
Purchases 121,16 51,38¢
Settlements (87,419 (20,957
Net transactions recorded during the period:
Gains (losses) recognized in earnifiys 7,431 (279
Gains recognized as regulatory assets and liasiliti 22,55; 414

Balance at June 30

®  These amounts relate to commodity derivatives aettle end of the peric

$ 105,39 $ 47,21¢

Xcel Energy recognizes transfers between levets #e beginning of each period. There were nosfiens of amounts between levels for
derivative instruments for the three and six momthded June 30, 2014 and 2013.

Fair Value of Long-Term Debt

As of June 30, 2014 and Dec. 31, 2013, other &i@imstruments for which the carrying amount dat equal fair value were as follows:

(Thousands of Dollars)

June 30, 2014 Dec. 31, 2013
Carrying Carrying
Amount Fair Value Amount Fair Value

Long-term debt, including current portion

$ 11,760,300 $ 13,036,38 $ 11,191,51 $ 11,878,64

The fair value of Xcel Energy’s long-term debt gtimated based on recent trades and observablkedspi®om benchmark interest rates for
similar securities. The fair value estimates argeldaon information available to management asmé B0, 2014 and Dec. 31, 2018nd give!
the observability of the inputs to these estimates fair values presented for long-term debt Haeen assigned a Level 2.

9. Other Income, Ne!

Other income, net consisted of the following:

Three Months Ended June 30 Six Months Ended June 30

(Thousands of Dollars) 2014 2013 2014 2013
Interest income $ 1,29: $ 1,508 $ 518t $ 6,311
Other nonoperating income 1,29: 534 2,39¢ 1,75¢
Insurance policy expense (2,439 (1,407%) (4,24¢) (3,546
Other nonoperating expense (65) (219 (52 (18%)
Other income, net $ 82 % 412 $ 3,28 $ 4,33t
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10. Segment Informatior

The regulated electric utility operating resultdNSP-Minnesota, NSP-Wisconsin, PSCo and SPS, dasvéie regulated natural gas utility
operating results of NSP-Minnesota, NSP-WisconsthRSCo are each separately and regularly reviéyedtel Energy’s chief operating
decision maker. Xcel Energy evaluates performaryoesich utility subsidiary based on profit or loengrated from the product or service
provided. These segments are managed separatalydeethe revenue streams are dependent upon ezhrdse recovery, which is separat
determined for each segment.

Xcel Energy has the following reportable segmerggulated electric utility, regulated natural géifity and all other.

» Xcel Energy’s regulated electric utility segmeenerates, transmits and distributes electriaitparily in portions of Minnesota,
Wisconsin, Michigan, North Dakota, South DakotaloZado, Texas and New Mexico. In addition, thismegt includes sales for
resale and provides wholesale transmission setwigarious entities in the United States. Regul&ledtric utility also includes
commodity trading operations.

» Xcel Energy’s regulated natural gas utility segmtransports, stores and distributes naturapgasarily in portions of Minnesota,
Wisconsin, North Dakota, Michigan and Colorado.

* Revenues from operating segments not includesieahre below the necessary quantitative threstasldsare therefore included in
the all other category. Those primarily includeasterevenue, appliance repair services, nonutiify) estate activities, revenues
associated with processing solid waste into reflesdred fuel and investments in rental housingeutsj that qualify for low-income
housing tax credits.

Xcel Energy had equity investments in unconsolidatgbsidiaries of $85.5 million and $87.1 milliosaf June 30, 2014 and Dec. 31, 2013,
respectively, included in the regulated natural gdgy segment.

Asset and capital expenditure information is nawvjted for Xcel Energy’s reportable segments beeassan integrated electric and natural
gas utility, Xcel Energy operates significant asgbat are not dedicated to a specific businesnesey and reporting assets and capital
expenditures by business segment would requirgranpiand potentially misleading allocations whinhay not necessarily reflect the assets
that would be required for the operation of theitess segments on a stand-alone basis.

To report income from operations for regulated ie@nd regulated natural gas utility segments,rifajority of costs are directly assigned to
each segment. However, some costs, such as comgpoecthtion, common O&M expenses and interest esgare allocated based on cost
causation allocators. A general allocator is usedértain general and administrative expensebjdimg office supplies, rent, property
insurance and general advertising.

Regulated Regulated Reconciling Consolidated
(Thousands of Dollars) Electric Natural Gas All Other Eliminations Total
Three Months Ended June 30, 2014
Operating revenues from external customers $ 2,297,630 $ 369,12 $ 18,33, $ — $ 2,685,09
Intersegment revenues 437 1,11¢ — (1,555 —
Total revenues $ 2,298,071 $ 370,24! $ 18,33 % (1,555 $ 2,685,09
Net income (loss) $ 18567 $ 15,297 $ (5,810 $ — $ 195,16
Regulated Regulated Reconciling Consolidated
(Thousands of Dollars) Electric Natural Gas All Other Eliminations Total
Three Months Ended June 30, 2013
Operating revenues from external customers $ 221987 $ 341,32 $ 17,718 $ — $ 2,578,91L
Intersegment revenues 30¢ 557 — (865) —
Total revenues $ 2,220,18" $ 341,87¢ $ 17,718 $ (865) $ 2,578,91.
Net income (loss) $ 201,08: $ 15,96( $ (20,187 $ — 8 196,85
Regulated Regulated Reconciling Consolidated
(Thousands of Dollars) Electric Natural Gas All Other Eliminations Total
Six Months Ended June 30, 2014
Operating revenues from external customers $ 459934 $ 1,24881 $ 39,537 $ — $ 5,887,70
Intersegment revenues 79C 4,37( — (5,160 —
Total revenues $ 4,600,131 $ 1,253,18 $ 39,537 $ (5,160) $ 5,887,70!
Net income (loss) $ 37,11 % 92,63: $ (7,359 $ — $  456,38!
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Regulated Regulated Reconciling Consolidated
(Thousands of Dollars) Electric Natural Gas All Other Eliminations Total
Six Months Ended June 30, 2013
Operating revenues from external customers $ 4,312,07. $ 1,01091 $ 38,77: $ — $ 5,361,76.
Intersegment revenues 60¢ 1,05 — (1,666 —
Total revenues $ 431268 $ 1,01197. $ 38,77: $ (1,666) $ 5,361,76:
Net income (loss) $ 37519 $ 80,87( $ (22,639 $ — $ 433,42

11. Earnings Per Share

Basic earnings per share (EPS) was computed bgliljvthe earnings available to Xcel Energy Incdsmmon shareholders by the weighted
average number of common shares outstanding dtivangeriod. Diluted EPS was computed by dividing ¢larnings available to Xcel
Energy Inc.’s common shareholders by the dilute@jisted average number of common shares outstamdirigg the period. Diluted EPS
reflects the potential dilution that could occusécurities or other agreements to issue commak ¢it@., common stock equivalents) were
settled. The weighted average number of potentifillitive shares outstanding used to calculate Xewrgy Inc.’s diluted EPS is calculated
using the treasury stock method.

Common Stock Equivalents—Xcel Energy Inc. currently has common stock eqeintd related to certain equity awards in shareebase
compensation arrangements.

Common stock equivalents causing dilutive impadERS include commitments to issue common stocke@ ko time based equity
compensation awards and time based employer magtcbimtributions to certain 401(k) plan participamtsOctober 2013, Xcel Energy
determined that it would settle 401(k) employerchatg contributions in cash instead of common sfoclsubstantially all of its employees.
Share-based compensation accounting for the imgp@aciployee groups ceased in October 2013, andspameling expense amounts
recorded to equity were reclassified to a liabifdy expected cash settlements.

Stock equivalent units granted to Xcel Energy m&bard of Directors are included in common shatgstanding upon grant date as there is
no further service, performance or market conditiesociated with these awards. Restricted stoekiten to settle amounts due to certain
employees under the Xcel Energy Inc. Executive Ahincentive Award Plan, is included in common sisasutstanding when granted.

Share-based compensation arrangements for whioh iheurrently no dilutive impact to EPS inclutie following:
« Equity awards subject to a performance condjtiociuded in common shares outstanding when aiéssary conditions for
settlement have been satisfied by the end of thertieg period.
« Liability awards subject to a performance coiodit any portions settled in shares are includecbimmon shares outstanding upon
settlement.

The dilutive impact of common stock equivalenteefing EPS was as follows:

Three Months Ended June 30, 2014 Three Months Ended June 30, 2013
Per Share Per Share
(Amounts in thousands, except per share data) Income Shares Amount Income Shares Amount
Net income $ 195,16:¢ $ 196,85
Basic EPS:
Earnings available to common shareholders 195,16« 503,27: $ 0.3¢ 196,85 497,74 % 0.4C
Effect of dilutive securities:
Time based equity awards — 184 — 28¢
Diluted EPS:
Earnings available to common shareholders $ 195,16¢ 50345t ¢  0.3c $ 196,85 498,03 ¢  0.4C

39




Table of Contents

Six Months Ended June 30, 2014 Six Months Ended June 30, 2013
Per Share Per Share
(Amounts in thousands, except per share data) Income Shares Amount Income Shares Amount
Net income $ 456,38! $ 433,42
Basic EPS:
Earnings available to common shareholders 456,38 501,40¢ $ 0.91 433,42 493,78t $ 0.8¢

Effect of dilutive securities:
Time based equity awards
Diluted EPS:

Earnings available to common shareholders
12. Benefit Plans and Other Postretirement Benefit

Components of Net Periodic Benefit Cost

204 — 517

$ 456,38!

501,61 g 0.91 $ 433,42 494,30 g 0.8¢

Three Months Ended June 30

2014 2013 2014 2013
Postretirement Health
(Thousands of Dollars) Pension Benefits Care Benefits

Service cost $ 2208 $ 24,07 $ 864 $ 1,182
Interest cost 39,15t 35,17 8,501 8,411
Expected return on plan assets (51,809 (49,617 (8,48¢) (8,259
Amortization of transition obligation — — — 20¢€
Amortization of prior service (credit) cost (43€) 1,46¢ (2,672) (2,439
Amortization of net loss 29,19( 36,03¢ 2,93t 5,64¢
Net periodic benefit cost 38,19: 47,13t 1,14¢ 4,76(
Costs not recognized due to the effects of reguiati (6,609 (7,089 — —

Net benefit cost recognized for financial reporting

$ 3158 $ 40,040 % 1,14¢ $ 4,76(

Six Months Ended June 30

2014 2013 2014 2013
Postretirement Health
(Thousands of Dollars) Pension Benefits Care Benefits

Service cost $ 4417 $ 48,14 ¢ 1,72¢ $ 2,36¢
Interest cost 78,31( 70,34 17,01« 16,83«
Expected return on plan assets (103,60:) (99,226 (16,977 (16,506)
Amortization of transition obligation — — — 41z
Amortization of prior service (credit) cost (879) 2,93¢ (5,349 (4,87€)
Amortization of net loss 58,38 72,07¢ 5,87( 11,29
Net periodic benefit cost 76,38’ 94,27 2,291 9,52(
Costs not recognized due to the effects of requriati (13,65¢) (14,93¢) — —

Net benefit cost recognized for financial reporting

$ 62,73 $ 79,33 $ 2,291 $ 9,52(

In January 2014, contributions of $130.0 millionrevenade across three of Xcel Energy’s pension pkeasl Energy does not expect

additional pension contributions during 2014.
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13. Other Comprehensive Incom:

Changes in accumulated other comprehensive gaig)(lnet of tax, for the three and six months erdde@ 30, 2014 and 2013 were as

follows:

Three Months Ended June 30, 2014

Unrealized Gains Defined Benefit

Gains and Losses and Losses Pension and
on Cash Flow on Marketable Postretirement
(Thousands of Dollars) Hedges Securities Items Total
Accumulated other comprehensive gain (loss) atlApri $ (59,200 $ 115 $ (45,739 (104,82()
Other comprehensive gain before reclassifications 16 — — 16
Losses reclassified from net accumulated other cehgmsive loss 574 — 864 1,43¢
Net current period other comprehensive income 59C — 864 1,45¢
Accumulated other comprehensive gain (loss) at 30ne $ (58610 $ 118§ (44,877 (103,369
Three Months Ended June 30, 2013
Unrealized Gains Defined Benefit
Gains and Losses and Losses Pension and
on Cash Flow on Marketable Postretirement
(Thousands of Dollars) Hedges Securities Items Total
Accumulated other comprehensive loss at April 1 $ (61,53) $ (135) $ (51,957 (113,62()
Other comprehensive loss before reclassifications (44) — — (44)
Losses reclassified from net accumulated other cehgmsive loss 694 — 1,13t 1,82¢
Net current period other comprehensive income 65C — 1,13¢ 1,78¢
Accumulated other comprehensive loss at June 30 $ (60,88) $ (13%) ¢ (50,81) (111,83))
Six Months Ended June 30, 2014
Unrealized Gains Defined Benefit
Gains and Losses and Losses Pension and
on Cash Flow on Marketable Postretirement
(Thousands of Dollars) Hedges Securities Items Total
Accumulated other comprehensive gain (loss) atDJan. $ (59,759 $ 77 $ (46,599 (106,279
Other comprehensive gain before reclassifications 8 38 — 46
Losses reclassified from net accumulated other cehgmsive loss 1,13¢ — 1,72¢ 2,86:
Net current period other comprehensive income 1,14: 38 1,72¢ 2,90¢
Accumulated other comprehensive gain (loss) at 30ne $ (58610 $ 118§ (44,877 (103,369
Six Months Ended June 30, 2013
Unrealized Gains Defined Benefit
Gains and Losses and Losses Pension and
on Cash Flow on Marketable Postretirement
(Thousands of Dollars) Hedges Securities Items Total
Accumulated other comprehensive loss at Jan. 1 $ (61,24) $ 99 $ (51,319 (112,65
Other comprehensive loss before reclassifications (31 (36) — (67)
Losses reclassified from net accumulated other cehgmsive loss 38¢ — 49¢ 88t
Net current period other comprehensive income Yloss 35¢€ (3€) 49¢€ 81¢
Accumulated other comprehensive loss at June 30 $ (6088) $ (139) $ (50,81 (111,839
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Reclassifications from accumulated other comprekierisss for the three and six months ended Jun2@D4 and 2013 were as follows:

Amounts Reclassified from Accumulated
Other Comprehensive Loss

Three Months Ended Three Months Ended
(Thousands of Dollars) June 30, 2014 June 30, 2013
(Gains) losses on cash flow hedges:
Interest rate derivatives $ 95¢ @ § 1,16: @
Vehicle fuel derivatives a7n ® @a7n ®
Total, pre-tax 93¢ 1,14t
Tax benefit (365) (451
Total, net of tax 574 694
Defined benefit pension and postretirement (gdosges:
Amortization of net loss 1,50C © 1,76¢ ©
Prior service (credit) cost (86) © 93 ©
Transition obligation — 0O 2 ©
Total, pre-tax 1,414 1,86¢
Tax benefit (550 (729)
Total, net of tax 864 1,13¢
Total amounts reclassified, net of tax $ 1,43¢ $ 1,82¢

Amounts Reclassified from Accumulated

Other Comprehensive Loss

Six Months Ended June Six Months Ended June
(Thousands of Dollars) 30, 2014 30, 2013

(Gains) losses on cash flow hedges:

Interest rate derivatives $ 190z @ $ 2,31 ®
Vehicle fuel derivatives (45 ® (42) ®
Total, pre-tax 1,857 2,27(
Tax benefit (722) (1,88))
Total, net of tax 1,13t 38¢
Defined benefit pension and postretirement (gdosges:
Amortization of net loss 2,99¢ © 3,53¢ ©
Prior service (credit) cost 172 © 18¢ ©
Transition obligation — © 4 ©
Total, pre-tax 2,82 3,72¢
Tax benefit (1,099 (3,237)
Total, net of tax 1,72¢ 49¢
Total amounts reclassified, net of tax $ 2,86: $ 88t

® Included in interest charg
® Included in O&M expense

© Included in the computation of net periodic pensiod postretirement benefit costs. See Note 18dtails regarding these benefit pl:

Item 2 — MANAGEMENT’'S DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS OF FI NANCIAL CONDITION AND RESULTS OF OPERATIONS

The following discussion and analysis by managerfanises on those factors that had a material teffeXcel Energy’s financial condition,
results of operations and cash flows during thégsrpresented, or are expected to have a mairgalct in the future. It should be read in
conjunction with the accompanying consolidatedrizial statements and the related notes to consetidmancial statements. Due to the
seasonality of Xcel Energy’s operating results,rtgry financial results are not an appropriateebfasm which to project annual results.
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Forward-Looking Statements

Except for the historical statements containedhis teport, the matters discussed in the followdisgussion and analysis are forward-looking
statements that are subject to certain risks, taio¢ies and assumptions. Such forward-lookingestaints, including the 2014 earnings per
share guidance and assumptions, are intendeditiebfied in this document by the words “anticipat‘believe,” “estimate,” “expect,”
“intend,” “may,” “objective,” “outlook,” “plan,” “project,” “possible,” “potential,” “should” and sidar expressions. Actual results may vary
materially. Forward-looking statements speak oslpfthe date they are made, and we do not undeaak obligation to update them to
reflect changes that occur after that date. Fathartscould cause actual results to differ matigriaclude, but are not limited to: general
economic conditions, including inflation rates, mtary fluctuations and their impact on capital exgieires and the ability of Xcel Energy
Inc. and its subsidiaries to obtain financing ovofable terms; business conditions in the enerdystry, including the risk of a slow down in
the U.S. economy or delay in growth recovery; trdideal, taxation and environmental policies inas where Xcel Energy has a financial
interest; customer business conditions; actiorsedit rating agencies; competitive factors, inalgdthe extent and timing of the entry of
additional competition in the markets served by DEgergy Inc. and its subsidiaries; unusual weathects of geopolitical events, including
war and acts of terrorism; state, federal and fpréggislative and regulatory initiatives that atfeost and investment recovery, have an
impact on rates or have an impact on asset oprratiownership or impose environmental compliarareddions; structures that affect the
speed and degree to which competition enters dwried and natural gas markets; costs and othectsfbf legal and administrative
proceedings, settlements, investigations and claactons by regulatory bodies impacting our nuctggerations, including those affecting
costs, operations or the approval of requests pgrukfore the NRC; financial or regulatory accoogipolicies imposed by regulatory bodi
availability or cost of capital; employee work ferfactors; the items described under Factors AffgdResults of Continuing Operations in
Item 7 of Xcel Energy Inc.’s Form 10-K for the yearded Dec. 31, 2013 ; and the other risk factstsd from time to time by Xcel Energy
Inc. in reports filed with the SEC, including “Rislactors” in Item 1A of Xcel Energy Inc.’s Form kOfor the year ended Dec. 31, 20,18nd
Item 1A and Exhibit 99.01 to this Quarterly RepamtForm 10-Q for the quarter ended June 30, 2014 .

” ” w ”ou " ou ” w ”

Financial Review

The following discussion and analysis by managerfamtses on those factors that had a material teffeXcel Energy’s financial condition,
results of operations and cash flows during thépsrpresented, or are expected to have a maitapalct in the future. It should be read in
conjunction with the accompanying consolidatedrrial statements and the related notes to consetidamancial statements.

The only common equity securities that are publichded are common shares of Xcel Energy Inc. Tlaéed EPS of each subsidiary
discussed below do not represent a direct legatest in the assets and liabilities allocated thsubsidiary but rather represent a direct
interest in our assets and liabilities as a whdlkited EPS by subsidiary is a financial measurerecognized under GAAP and is calculated
by dividing the net income or loss attributablete controlling interest of each subsidiary bywedghted average fully diluted Xcel Energy
Inc. common shares outstanding for the period. ¥éethis non-GAAP financial measure to evaluate@noslide details of earnings results.
We believe that this measurement is useful to itovego evaluate the actual and projected finamp@alormance and contribution of our
subsidiaries. This non-GAAP financial measure sthoult be considered as an alternative to measateslated and reported in accordance
with GAAP.

Results of Operations

The following table summarizes the diluted EPSXoel Energy:

Three Months Ended June 30 Six Months Ended June 30

Diluted Earnings (Loss) Per Share 2014 2013 2014 2013

PSCo $ 0.1 $ 0.2C $ 041 $ 0.4:
NSP-Minnesota 0.1t 0.1¢€ 0.37 0.37
SPS 0.0¢ 0.0t 0.0¢ 0.0¢
NSP-Wisconsin 0.0z 0.0z 0.07 0.0¢
Equity earnings of unconsolidated subsidiaries 0.01 0.01 0.0z 0.0z
Regulated utility 0.4z 0.4¢ 0.9¢ 0.9¢
Xcel Energy Inc. and other (0.09) (0.09) (0.05) (0.0¢)
GAAP diluted EPS $ 03¢ $ 04C $ 091 $ 0.8¢
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Xcel Energy— Overall, earnings decreased $0.01 per share farebend quarter of 2014lectric and gas margins rose in the second e
of 2014 primarily driven by new rates in variousigdictions. This positive factor, along with lowiaterest expense, was more than offset by
higher O&M expenses, property taxes, and depreciand amortization expense as well as less falovabather.

PSCo— PSCo's earnings decreased $0.02 per share feettend quarter and six months ended June 30,.28iher electric and natural
gas rates and weather-normalized sales growth effset by increased property taxes, depreciatiooruels associated with electric earnings
test refund obligations as well as the impact ohtler. See Note 5 to the consolidated financidéstants for further discussion of rate
matters.

NSP-Minnesota— NSP-Minnesota’s earnings decreased $0.01 pee $bathe second quarter of 2014 and were flat-yealate. Electric
rate increases in Minnesota (interim, subject forrd) and North Dakota, lower depreciation expemssgther-normalized sales growth and
the favorable year-over-year impact of weather vediget by higher O&M expenses, lower AFUDC andhgigproperty taxes.

SPS— SPS’ earnings increased $0.01 per share forethensl quarter and six months ended June 30, ZDid positive impact of higher
electric rates in Texas and New Mexico and weatioemalized sales growth were partially offset byréased O&M expenses and
depreciation.

NSP-Wisconsin— NSP-Wisconsin's earnings were flat for the secqudrter of 2014 and increased $0.01 per sharetgedate. Higher
electric and natural gas margins, due to an etete increase effective in January 2014, andheeatormalized sales growth were partially
offset by higher O&M expenses.

Changes in Diluted EPS

The following table summarizes significant compdserontributing to the changes in 2014 diluted EB®pared with the same period in
2013 . See further discussion below.

Three Months Six Months Ended
Diluted Earnings (Loss) Per Share Ended June 30 June 30
2013 GAAP diluted EPS $ 04C $ 0.8¢
Components of change — 2014 vs. 2013
Higher electric margins 0.0¢ 0.14
Higher natural gas margins 0.01 0.04
Lower interest charges 0.01 0.01
Higher AFUDC — equity — 0.01
Higher O&M expenses (0.0%) (0.07)
Higher taxes (other than income taxes) (0.02) (0.03)
Higher conservation and demand side management j[p&)dram expenses (0.07 (0.0%)
Higher depreciation and amortization (0.07) (0.01)
Dilution from equity issued through the ATM progradirect stock purchase plan and benefit plans — (0.01
Other, net (0.02) (0.02)
2014 GAAP diluted EPS $ 03¢ $ 0.91
The following tables summarize the earnings contiiims of Xcel Energy’s business segments:
Three Months Ended June 30 Six Months Ended June 30
(Millions of Dollars) 2014 2013 2014 2013
GAAP income (loss) by segment
Regulated electric income $ 185.7 $ 201.1 % 3711 % 375.2
Regulated natural gas income 15.2 16.C 92.€ 80.¢
Other incomé? 8.7 1.C 20.1 17.1
Xcel Energy Inc. and othét (14.5) (21.2) (27.9 (39.9)
Total net income $ 1952 $ 196.¢ $ 456.2 $ 433.¢
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Three Months Ended June 30 Six Months Ended June 30

Contributions to Diluted Earnings (Loss) Per Share 2014 2013 2014 2013
GAAP earnings (loss) by segment
Regulated electric $ 037 $ 041 $ 072 % 0.7¢€
Regulated natural gas 0.0: 0.0: 0.1¢ 0.1¢
Other® 0.0z — 0.0 0.04
Xcel Energy Inc. and oth& (0.09) (0.09) (0.0%) (0.08

Total diluted EPS $ 03¢ $ 04C $ 091 $ 0.8¢

@ Not a reportable segment. Included in all othensag results in Note 10 to the consolidated finalnstiatement
Statement of Income Analysis

The following discussion summarizes the items #fi#cted the individual revenue and expense itexperted in the consolidated statements
of income.

Estimated Impact of Temperature Changes on ReguiaEsarnings— Unusually hot summers or cold winters increaseteteand natural
gas sales while, conversely, mild weather redulsedree and natural gas sales. The estimated impfageather on earnings is based on the
number of customers, temperature variances anantioeint of natural gas or electricity the averagstauer historically uses per degree of
temperature. Accordingly, deviations in weathenfraormal levels can affect Xcel Energy’s finangealformance, from both an energy and
demand perspective.

Degree-day or Temperature-Humidity Index (THI) datased to estimate amounts of energy requireddaiotain comfortable indoor
temperature levels based on each day’s averagestatupe and humidity. Heating degree-days (HDDhésmeasure of the variation in the
weather based on the extent to which the avera@etdmperature falls below 65° Fahrenheit, andliogodegree-days (CDD) is the measure
of the variation in the weather based on the extenthich the average daily temperature rises alb®id-ahrenheit. Each degree of
temperature above 65° Fahrenheit is counted asawiag degree-day, and each degree of temperbélog 65° Fahrenheit is counted as
one heating degree-day. In Xcel Enesggyiore humid service territories, a THI is useglate of CDD, which adds a humidity factor to CI
HDD, CDD and THI are most likely to impact the usag Xcel Energy’s residential and commercial costos. Industrial customers are less
sensitive to weather.

Normal weather conditions are defined as eithefl-year or 30-year average of actual historical weationditions. The historical period of
time used in the calculation of normal weathered#fby jurisdiction based on the time period usethb regulator in establishing estimated
volumes in the rate setting process. To calculsarhpact of weather on demand, a demand factppbed to the weather impact on sales as
defined above to derive the amount of demand assativith the weather impact.

The percentage increase (decrease) in normal @ndl &DD, CDD and THI are provided in the followitaple:

Three Months Ended June 30 Six Months Ended June 30
2014 vs. 2013 vs. 2014 vs. 2014 vs. 2013 vs. 2014 vs.
Normal Normal 2013 Normal Normal 2013
HDD 4.5% 22.5% (16.60% 12.2% 7.2% 3.7%
CDD 0.€ 52.2 (29.6) 1.C 51.€ (28.9
THI 9.3 6.€ 7.1 8.4 6.5 7.1

Weather— The following table summarizes the estimated imphtémperature variations on EPS compared withssahder normal weath
conditions:

Three Months Ended June 30 Six Months Ended June 30
2014 vs. 2013 vs. 2014 vs. 2014 vs. 2013 vs. 2014 vs.
Normal Normal 2013 Normal Normal 2013
Retail electric $ 000z $ 0.02: $ (0.02) $ 0.03¢ $ 0.031 $ 0.00¢
Firm natural gas 0.001 0.007 (0.00¢) 0.01¢ 0.01¢ 0.00:
Total $ 000 $ 003 $ (0.03) $ 0055 $ 0.047 $ 0.00¢
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Sales Growth (Decline— The following tables summarize Xcel Energy amsdsitbsidiaries’ sales growth (decline) for actual weather-

normalized sales in 2014 :

Actual

Electric residential

Electric commercial and industrial
Total retail electric sales

Firm natural gas sales

Weather-normalized

Electric residential

Electric commercial and industrial
Total retail electric sales

Firm natural gas sales

Actual

Electric residential

Electric commercial and industrial
Total retail electric sales

Firm natural gas sales

Weather-normalized

Electric residential

Electric commercial and industrial
Total retail electric sales

Firm natural gas sales

Weathernormalized Electric Growth

Three Months Ended June 30

NSP-Minnesota NSP-Wisconsin PSCo SPS Xcel Energy
0.2% 1.7% (5.0% (2.9% (2.0%
(0.4) 4.2 (1.5) 3.1 0.4
0.9 3.€ (2.5 1.¢ (0.2)
0.2 (0.8) (6.0) N/A (3.7)
Three Months Ended June 30
NSP-Minnesota NSP-Wisconsin PSCo SPS Xcel Energy
2L% 0.8% 1.1% 1.C% 1.4%
(0.1) 4.C 1.1 3.7 1.t
0.4 3.1 1.1 3.2 14
7.E 14.€ 8. N/A 8.€
Six Months Ended June 30
NSP-Minnesota NSP-Wisconsin PSCo SPS Xcel Energy
3.2% 5.4% (1.8% 3.7% 1.€%
1.1 5.4 (0.1) 3.8 1.7
1.7 5.4 (0.5 3.6 1.7
12.7 13.€ (1.9 N/A 3.7
Six Months Ended June 30
NSP-Minnesota NSP-Wisconsin PSCo SPS Xcel Energy
1.2% 0.7% 1.2% 2.C% 1.2%
0.7 4. 11 4.1 1.¢
0.8 3.2 1.2 3.€ 1.7
3.7 4.7 5.7 N/A 5.C

* NSF-Minnesota’s electric residential sales growthrignarily related to outages from severe storms ggpeed during the second
quarter of 2013, which served to lower sales in plggiod and, in turn, increased year-over-yeassal

» NSF-Wisconsins electric C&I sales growth was primarily relateccertain energy sector and manufacturing custa

» PSCos electric residential sales growth reflects améased number of customers. Several large minidgreanufacturing custome

drove C&I growth.

* SPS'C&l growth was the result of continued expansiomwitfield development in southeast New Mex

Weathernormalized Gas Growth

» Across the gas service territories, strong sakr® experienced during the first half of the yedrich continued the trend that began
in the last half of 2013. As normal weather comxlis are typically defined as a 30-year averagetofah historical weather
conditions, significant weather fluctuations inipds of low demand may result in large percentdgmges on small volumes.
Extreme weather variations and additional factachsas windchill and cloud cover may not be fudflected.
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Electric Revenues and Margin

Electric revenues and fuel and purchased powemsgseare largely impacted by the fluctuation inghee of natural gas, coal and uranium
used in the generation of electricity, but as altexf the design of fuel recovery mechanisms tmwver current expenses, these price
fluctuations have little impact on electric margite following table details the electric revenaes margin:

Three Months Ended June 30 Six Months Ended June 30
(Millions of Dollars) 2014 2013 2014 2013
Electric revenues $ 2,29¢ % 2,22C % 459¢ % 4,312
Electric fuel and purchased power (1,04 (1,01) (2,109 (1,936
Electric margin $ 1,257 $ 1,20¢ $ 2,490 $ 2,37¢

The following tables summarize the components efdianges in electric revenues and electric margin:

Electric Revenue:

Three Months Six Months

Ended June 30 Ended June 30
(Millions of Dollars) 2014 vs. 2013 2014 vs. 2013
Fuel and purchased power cost recovery $ — 3 10c
Retail rate increasé® 38 73
Trading 23 45
Transmission revenue 13 39
Conservation and DSM program revenues (offset ipgrses) 12 25
Retail sales growth, excluding weather impact 7 20
Non-fuel riders 17 19
Estimated impact of weather (19 3
PSCo earnings test refund obligations 9 (20
Firm wholesale 9 (13
Other, net 5 @)

Total increase in electric revenues $ 83 2817

Electric Margin

Three Months Six Months

Ended June 30 Ended June 30
(Millions of Dollars) 2014 vs. 2013 2014 vs. 2013
Retail rate increasé® $ 38 % 73
Conservation and DSM program revenues (offset Ipgeges) 12 25
Transmission revenue, net of costs 10 21
Retail sales growth, excluding weather impact 7 20
Non-fuel riders 17 19
Estimated impact of weather (29 3
PSCo earnings test refund obligations 9 (20
Firm wholesale 9 (13
Other, net 1 (14)

Total increase in electric margin $ 48 $ 114

®  Retail rates implemented in 2014 include interitesan Minnesota, subject to refund, and finalgdite Colorado, Wisconsin, New Mexico and North Bk In addition,

retail rates in Texas were implemented in the secprarter of 2013. See Note 5 to the consolidateah€ial statements for further discussion.
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Natural Gas Revenues and Margin

The cost of natural gas tends to vary with changaigs requirements and the cost of natural gahpses. However, due to the design of
purchased natural gas cost recovery mechanisnesower current expenses for sales to retail cus®rfiactuations in the cost of natural gas
have little effect on natural gas margin. The failog table details natural gas revenues and margin:

Three Months Ended June 30 Six Months Ended June 30
(Millions of Dollars) 2014 2013 2014 2013
Natural gas revenues $ 36 $ 341 $ 1,24¢ $ 1,011
Cost of natural gas sold and transported (21) (189 (835) (62¢)
Natural gas margin $ 15¢ $ 152 $ 414 $ 38¢

The following tables summarize the components efdiianges in natural gas revenues and natural gasmm

Natural Gas Revenue

Three Months Six Months
Ended June 30 Ended June 30
(Millions of Dollars) 2014 vs. 2013 2014 vs. 2013
Purchased natural gas adjustment clause recovery $ 22 % 204
Retall rate increase, net of refund (Colorado) 7 16
Retail sales growth 3 6
PSIA rider (Colorado) — 4
Estimated impact of weather (5) 3
Other, net 1 5
Total increase in natural gas revenues $ 28 $ 23¢
Natural Gas Margin
Three Months Six Months
Ended June 30 Ended June 30
(Millions of Dollars) 2014 vs. 2013 2014 vs. 2013
Retail rate increase, net of refund (Colorado) $ 7 $ 16
Retail sales growth 3 6
PSIA rider (Colorado), partially offset in O&M expses — 4
Estimated impact of weather (5) 3
Other, net 1 2
Total increase in natural gas margin $ 6 $ 31

Non-Fuel Operating Expenses and Other ltems

O&M Expenses— O&M expenses increased $23.0 million , or 4.1 patr¢éor the second quarter of 2014 and $54.0 omillior 4.9 percent ,
for the six months ended June 30, 2014 . The yedate increase in O&M expense is partially due tottiming of a prior year nuclear outa
(i.e., amortization of the 2013 Monticello outageghn in July 2013). Xcel Energy continues to priogemual O&M expenses will increase 2
percent to 3 percent for 2014.

Three Months Six Months

Ended June 30 Ended June 30

(Millions of Dollars) 2014 vs. 2013 2014 vs. 2013
Nuclear plant operations and amortization $ 15 $ 27
Electric and gas distribution expenses 3 13
Plant generation costs 6 6
Transmission costs 3 6
Other, net 4 2
Total increase in O&M expenses $ 23§ 54

* Nuclear plant operations and amortization costaases were primarily related to the amortizatiothef2013 Monticello outac
costs, as well as initiatives designed to imprdvedperational efficiencies of the plants;



» Electric and gas distribution expenses were ariljndriven by increased maintenance activitieg.(evegetation management) and
repairs and amounts related to pipeline systengiiitye
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» Plant generation costs were driven by the timingw&rhauls; ar
» Transmission costs increased as a result of higiifestation maintenance and rep

Conservation and DSM Program Expenses Conservation and DSM program expenses increasgd $illion , or 17.2 percent , for the
second quarter of 2014 and $23.9 million , or & ent , for the six months ended June 30, 20hése increases were primarily
attributable to higher electric recovery rates 8PNMinnesota and PSCo. Conservation costs aregsmbirom customers and expensed on a
kilowatt hour (KWh) basis. As such, increased sdl#s to cold winter temperatures or hot summer &atpres will increase revenues and
expenses.

Depreciation and Amortizatio— Depreciation and amortization increased $11.4ionil, or 4.7 percent , for the second quarter@f4£and
$8.6 million , or 1.7 percent , year-to-date. Theréases were primarily attributed to normal systepansion, partially offset by additional
accelerated amortization of the excess depreciagigerve associated with certain Minnesota asSeesfurther discussion within Note 5 to
consolidated financial statements.

Taxes (Other Than Income Taxes)- Taxes (other than income taxes) increased $14lidm, or 13.9 percent , for the second quarter o
2014 and $25.5 million , or 11.8 percent , for themonths ended June 30, 2QIPhe increases were due to higher property tasiegagly in
Minnesota and Colorado.

AFUDC, Equity and Deb— AFUDC increased $1.3 million for the second qeiadf 2014 and $4.2 million year-to-date. The iases were
due to construction related to the CACJA projed dre expansion of transmission facilities, paltiaffset by the reduction caused by the
portion of the Monticello LCM/EPU placed in serviceJuly 2013.

Interest Charge<— Interest charges decreased $7.5 million , opBrtent , for the second quarter of 2014 and $8ldm, or 2.8 percent,
for the six months ended June 30, 2014 . The dseseaere primarily due to refinancings at loweeiast rates and the write off of $6.3
million of unamortized debt expense associated thighcalling of junior subordinated notes in Mayl20These positive factors were parti
offset by higher long-term debt levels in the catngeriod.

Income Taxes— Income tax expense increased $5.4 million forstaeond quarter of 2014The increase in income tax expense was prin
due to higher pretax earnings in 2014, decreasedgreent plant-related adjustments in 2014, recmgndf research and experimentation
credits in 2013 and a tax benefit for a carrybdaktrelated to 2013. These were partially offsettiax benefit for an income exclusion in
2014. The ETR was 34.8 percent for the second guuaft2014, compared to 33.4 percent for the seqoiadter of 2013 due to these
adjustments.

Income tax expense increased $22.7 million foffitise six months of 2014. The increase in incomee®pense was primarily due to higher
pretax earnings in 2014, recognition of researchexperimentation credits in 2013 and a tax beffi@fia carryback claim related to 2013.
These were partially offset by the successful tggm of a 2010-2011 IRS audit issue in 2014. Th&Evas 34.5 percent for the first six
months of 2014, compared to 33.4 percent for tts¢ $ix months of 2013 due to these adjustments.

Public Utility Regulation
NSP-Minnesota

NSP System Resource Pla— In March 2013, the MPUC approved NSP-MinnesoResource Plan and ordered a competitive acquisition
process with the goal of adding approximately 504 lf generation to the NSP System by 2019.

In May 2014, the MPUC issued its order directingANBinnesota to negotiate a 100 MW solar PPA withd@eno Energy, a natural gas,
combined-cycle PPA with Calpine, a natural gas, lmaostion turbine PPA with Invenergy and to file thegyreements later this fall. The
MPUC also directed NSP-Minnesota to present ital fimicing terms for its 215 MW natural gas comibsturbine, self-build option at the
Black Dog site. The MPUC is expected to rule onfthe options later this year.

In early 2013, NSP-Minnesota also issued a redoegtroposal (RFP) for wind generation and subsetiusought commission approval of
the following four wind projects:

A 200 MW ownership project for the Pleasant Vallepd farm in Minnesot:

e A 150 MW ownership project for the Border Winds difarm in North Dakot:

A 200 MW PPA with Geronimo Energy, LLC for the Odeind farm in Minnesota; ar

* A 200 MW PPA with Geronimo Energy, LLC for the Ctemmay wind farm in North Dakor
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In October 2013, the MPUC approved the four wingjguts. In 2014, the North Dakota Public ServicenBossion (NDPSC) approved the
prudence of the Border Winds project as part ofréte case settlement and determined it will addites Pleasant Valley project at a later
date. In June and July of 2014, NSP-Minnesotaifindlagreements with Renewable Energy Systems Aagerinc. for the Pleasant Valley
and Border Winds projects and anticipates bothegisjgoing into service in 2015.

In April 2014, NSP-Minnesota issued a RFP for up@0 MWs of solar generation resources. Proposeis weceived in June 2014. NSP-
Minnesota is evaluating such bids and plans to siferommendations regarding selected bids wittMR&JC in October 2014.

CapX2020— In 2009, the MPUC granted CONSs to construct d8& Klovolt (KV) electric transmission line and #& 345 KV electric
transmission lines as part of the CapX2020 projEue estimated cost of the five major CapX2020smaission projects listed below is $2.1
billion. NSP-Minnesota and NSP-Wisconsin are resfila for approximately $1.2 hillion of the totaviestment. As of June 30, 2014, Xcel
Energy has invested $821 million of its $1.2 billishare of the five CapX2020 transmission projects.

Hampton, Minn. to Rochester, Minn. to La Crosses V845 KV transmission line

In May 2012, the MPUC issued a route permit forMienesota portion of the project and the PSCW aped a certificate of public
convenience and necessity (CPCN) for the Wiscapeition of the project. Federal approval of thejgcowas granted in January 2013. All
avenues of appeal for the grant of project pertratgee now been exhausted. In July 2013, the FER@d@rcomplaint filed by two citizen
groups in March 2013 against the project. Constraain the project started in Minnesota in Jan24xy3 and the project is expected to go
into service in 2015.

Monticello, Minn. to Fargo, N.D. 345 KV transmissitine

In December 2011, the Monticello, Minn. to St. GloMinn. portion of the Monticello, Minn. to Fargl,D. project was placed in service.
The MPUC issued a route permit for the Minnesotdi@o of the St. Cloud, Minn. to Fargo, N.D. seatio June 2011. Construction startec
the Minnesota portion of the St. Cloud, Minn. tade N.D. segment in January 2012. In April 204 $t. Cloud, Minn. to Alexandria,
Minn. portion of the project was placed in servithe NDPSC granted a CPCN in January 2011 andificae of corridor compatibility and
route permit for the portion of the line in Norttakbta in September 2012. In January 2013, congirustarted on the project in North
Dakota. The final phase of the project, Alexand¥n. to Fargo, N.D. is expected to go into sesvit 2015.

Brookings County, S.D. to Hampton, Minn. 345 KVisanission line

The MPUC route permit approvals for the Minnes@@nsents were obtained in 2010 and 2011. In Jung, 26& SDPUC approved a facility
permit for the South Dakota segment. In Decemb&d 2MISO granted the final approval of the projesta multi-value project (MVP).
Construction started on the project in Minnesoti®lay 2012. The project is expected to go fully istvice in 2015, although segments will
be placed in service as they are completed.

Bemidji, Minn. to Grand Rapids, Minn. 230 KV tranission line
The Bemidji, Minn. to Grand Rapids, Minn. line walaced in service in September 2012.

Big Stone South to Brookings County, S.D. 345 K&hsmission line
In December 2011, MISO granted final approval &f pinoject as a MVP. In March 2014, the SDPUC apgalav permit for construction of
the project’s southern portion. Construction is@pated to begin in late 2015, with completior2iBil7.

Minnesota Solar— Minnesota legislation requires 1.5 percent of adipuliility’s total electric retail sales to retaiistomers be generated
using solar energy by 2020. Of the 1.5 percenpe@ent must come from systems sized less thafil@®@akts. There are two new solar
programs approved: a community solar garden proghnatrwill provide bill credits to participating lssicribers and a production incentive
program for solar energy systems equal to or leems 20 kilowatts with authorized payments of $5illion over five years. The legislation
also provides for an alternative tariff based atistributed solar value or Value of Solar (VOS) hustology.
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In March 2014, the DOC'’s proposed VOS methodologg approved by the MPUC however, NSP-Minnesotaytkes with including the
VOS in the community solar garden program. In 204, NSP-Minnesota submitted reply comments ared@culation of the VOS rate to
recognize lower costs and incorporate DOC assumgtié the MPUC requires the VOS rate, and NSP-Mgata’s VOS rate calculation is
approved, production from solar gardens would 8adrcents per KWh, adjusted annually for inflatiirthe VOS rate is not required by the
MPUC, it may approve a retail rate based credigiragmfrom 9.5 to 15 cents per KWh. The actual &riéddit amount is dependent on tariff
service the customer receives as well as theimgitless to transfer the REC to NSP-Minnesota. AtJERlecision on community solar
gardens, including the bill credit rate, is expddtethe third quarter of 2014.

Nuclear Power Operations

NSF-Minnesota owns two nuclear generating plantsMbaticello plant and the Pl plant. See Note 14 oéXEnergy Inc.’s Annual Report
on Form 10-K for the year ended Dec. 31, 2013 dathkr discussion regarding the nuclear generaiagts.

NRC Regulation— The NRC regulates the nuclear operations of NSfbtota. Decisions by the NRC can significantlpaet the
operations of the nuclear generating plants. Tleaeat the nuclear generating plant in Fukushimpad in 2011 has resulted in additional
regulation regarding plant readiness to safely marsgvere events, which is expected to requirdiaddl capital expenditures and operating
expenses.

In March 2012, the NRC issued three orders whiclughed requirements for mitigation strategies feydnd-design-basis external events,
requirements with regard to reliable spent fudrimaentation and requirements with regard to rédidtardened containment vents, which are
applicable to boiling water reactor containmentghatMonticello plant. The NRC also requested aalakitl information including

requirements to perform walkdowns of seismic anddlprotection, to evaluate seismic and flood hdezand to assess the emergency
preparedness staffing and communications capailitt each plant. Based on current refueling ouytkeges specific to each nuclear facility,
the dates of the required compliance to meet thersris expected to begin in the second quart2005 with all units expected to be fully
compliant by December 2016.

In June 2013, the NRC issued a revised order wigand to reliable hardened containment vents. &hised order added severe accident
conditions under which the existing hardened venittvcomes off of the wet portion of the containineseds to operate and requires a
second hardened vent off of the dry portion ofdbetainment. The revised order requires that acgssary changes to the existing vent a
be completed by the second quarter of the 201 2liefuoutage at the Monticello plant and a new verite added by the second quarter of
the 2019 refueling outage. Portions of the work thkhunder the requests for additional informatere expected to be completed by 2018.

NSF-Minnesota expects that complying with these extleenent requirements will cost approximately $8@$100 million at the Monticello
and PI plants. The majority of these costs are @rpleto be capital in nature and are included iPM8nnesota’s capital expenditure
forecasts. NSP-Minnesota believes the costs asedaiath compliance would be recoverable from congs through regulatory mechanisms
and does not expect a material impact on its resdilbperations, financial position, or cash flows.

The NRC continues to review its requirements faigating the risks of external events on nucleantd. In April 2014, the NRC issued a
draft of proposed regulatory guidance for risk gation of tornado missiles (projectiles impactihg plant). This draft guidance is subject to
public comments, further NRC review and possiblplfiumeetings prior to finalization. NSP-Minnes@atgpects the costs associated with
compliance with new NRC regulatory guidance forsilésprotection to be capital in nature and recalblr from customers. However, at this
time NSP-Minnesota is still evaluating the proposed requirements and has not yet estimated tin@inc¢ial impact.

NSP-Wisconsin
NSP-Wisconsin CapX2020 CPCN- The PSCW issued a CPCN for the Wisconsin pouifathe Hampton, Minn. to La Crosse, Wis. project
in May 2012. The Wisconsin route is approximatedyniiles of new transmission line with an estimatest of $211 million. Construction on

the Wisconsin terminus of the line, the Briggs R&adbstation, began in m2B13 and construction on the Wisconsin portiorhefline bega
in June 2014. The line is expected to go into serin 2015.
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NSP-Wisconsin / American Transmission Company, LLC (&7 - La Crosse, Wis. to Madison, Wis. Transmissidne — In October

2013, NSP-Wisconsin and ATC jointly filed an apption with the PSCW for a CPCN for a new 345 K\hamission line that would extend
from La Crosse, Wis. to Madison, Wis. The propogsel known as the Badger Coulee line, would rutwken 159 and 182 miles. Updated
information was provided to the PSCW in April 2C#bwing an estimated project cost, including AFUDBEhetween $540 and $580
million, depending upon the route ultimately apgdwby the PSCW. NSP-Wisconsin’s share of the imvest is estimated to be between
$190 and $207 million. The cost estimates are basealprojected 2018 in-service year. In Decembéd 2MISO determined the line to be a
MVP project, and as such, eligible for cost shatinger MISO’s MVP tariff.

On April 30, 2014, the PSCW determined the CPCNiegjion was complete. The next step is an extensdgulatory review by the PSCW,
the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources hadepartment of Agriculture. By statute, the PSEA¥ 360 days from the determina
of completeness to issue a decision on the prdfempproved, NSP-Wisconsin and ATC anticipate begig construction on the line in mid-
2016, with completion by late-2018.

PSCo

Brush, Colo. to Castle Pines, Colo. 345 KV Transgiis Line— In March 2014, PSCo filed with the CPUC for a QP10 construct a new
345 KV transmission line originating from Pawneattsin, near Brush, Colo. and terminating at theiBlarPark substation, near Castle Pii
Colo. The estimated cost of the project is $178onil Evidentiary hearings are scheduled for Sepem2014. A CPUC decision is expected
in early 2015.

Renewable Energy Standard (RES) Compliance P— Colorado law mandates that at least 30 perceRS@o’s energy sales be supplied
by renewable energy by 2020 and includes a digitbgeneration standard. In July 2013, PSCo fie@014 RES compliance plan that
included the continuation of both the Solar*Rewaadd Solar*Rewards Community programs. Hearingstfer2014 RES compliance plan
were held in May 2014. A decision is anticipatedhe third quarter of 2014.

Net Metering Standarc— In conjunction with its 2014 RES compliance pféing, PSCo proposed to track and quantify thetesyscosts that
are not avoided by distributed solar generationciwPSCo has defined as a “net metering incentifog,purposes of equitably recovering
costs between customers who participate in diggidbgeneration and customers that do not. In Deee(®il3, parties including the OCC
filed answer testimony supporting PSCo’s net meteproposal. However, rooftop solar advocates oggbitsand also argued for higher solar
installation levels and a slower reduction in irnteess over time. The CPUC has assigned the netrmgtissue to its own docket and
established key dates to evaluate this matter. L@ Recision is expected in the fourth quarter df£20

Solar*Connect Program— In April 2014, PSCo filed an application with tB#UC seeking approval for a program that wouladvall
customers the option to purchase a portion orfalar electricity from a utility scale solar fdity approximately 50 MW in size. Customer
contracts under the program would run a minimurare year. Hearings have been set for November 2014.

Boulder, Colo. Municipalizatior— PSCo'’s franchise agreement with the City of BeulBoulder) expired on Dec. 31, 2010. In November
2011, a ballot measure was passed by the citiZzeBewdder, which authorized the formation and opieraof a municipal light and power
utility and the issuance of enterprise revenue bpsadbject to certain restrictions, including tbedl of initial rates and debt service coverage.

In May 2014, the Boulder City Council passed arir@dce to establish an electric utility. In Jund20PSCo filed a complaint in the Boulder
District Court seeking a declaratory ruling thastbrdinance violates Boulder’s charter requirerae8tibsequently, Boulder filed a motion to
dismiss PSCo’s complaint, which is still pending.

Boulder sent PSCao its final offer of $128 millicor fcertain portions of PSCo’s transmission andithistion business, which includes Boulder
and certain areas outside city limits. PSCo hasiedtBoulder that its offer has deficiencies rethto property descriptions as well as other
relevant information impacting the remainder of BSGystem. Under Colorado law, a condemning entifgt pay the owner fair market
value for the taking of and damages to the remaiatithe property. In July 2014, Boulder filed &ipen for condemnation in the Boulder
District Court.

The CPUC has previously ruled that it has jurisdicunder Colorado law to determine the utilitytthal serve customers outside Boulder's
city limits, and will determine certain system segi@n matters as well as what facilities needda@bnstructed to ensure reliable service. The
CPUC has declared that it should make its detettioimaprior to any eminent domain actions. In Jan2814, Boulder appealed this ruling

to the Boulder District Court. PSCo and the CPUé&xfbriefs in June 2014 in opposition of Bouldeappeal. This matter is currently pend
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If Boulder were to succeed in the eminent domagteeding, PSCo would seek to obtain full compeasdtir the business and its associated
property taken by Boulder, as well as for all dagsagesulting to PSCo and its system. PSCo woutdsaisk appropriate compensation for
stranded costs with the FERC.

SPS

SPP Integrated Market (IM— SPP has operated a regional energy imbalanceetrgirice 2007. SPS has recovered related chardes an
revenues in its retail and wholesale rates. In 2014?2013, the FERC approved proposed revisiotiet&PP tariff to allow SPP to operate a
day ahead and real time energy and ancillary sesvitarket similar to the regional market operateMISO. The SPP IM began operations
on March 1, 2014. SPS submitted filings to the FE&@odify its wholesale power sales contractdltsmarecovery of SPP IM charges and
revenues through the SPP wholesale fuel clausstadjmt (FCA). SPS also requested approval to melks 0 the SPP IM at market-based
rates, which the FERC approved in February 2014.AERC approved the FCA tariff filings in April 281SPS has also filed changes to its
QF tariffs in Texas and New Mexico to revise thigipg applied to QF purchases to be consistent thi#hnew market. In February 2014, ¢
was granted interim approval of the revised QHFftariTexas to coincide with the start of the IMh@ New Mexico revised QF tariff was
approved in March 2014.

SPS Transmission Notifications to Construct (NTC— In April 2014, the SPP Board of Directors apprbtiee High Priority Incremental
Load Study Report, a reliability assessment thatuated the anticipated transmission needs ofingutats of the SPP resulting from
expected load growth in the area. As a resultisfstudy, SPS has received NTCs and conditional NfB€44 new transmission projects to
be placed into service by 2020. SPS is in the p®oé evaluating these projects and their costsnatly before submitting certificates of
convenience and necessity (CCNs) to the PUCT antiMMPRC. These projects are intended to providenegdreliability benefits as well as
the ability to serve the increase in load in Soasth&lew Mexico.

In April 2014, SPS filed a CCN with the NMPRC fonaw 345 KV transmission line from the Potash Joncsubstation to the Roadrunner
substation, both near Carlsbad, N.M. The propasedi¥ould run 40 miles and cost an estimated $3Bomi Approval for the CCN is
pending.

Summary of Recent Federal Regulatory Developments

The FERC has jurisdiction over rates for electdm$mission service in interstate commerce andriliég sold at wholesale, hydro facility
licensing, natural gas transportation, accountigtices and certain other activities of Xcel Epdrig.’s utility subsidiaries, including
enforcement of North American Electric Reliabil@prporation (NERC) mandatory electric reliabilitasdards. State and local agencies |
jurisdiction over many of Xcel Energy Ir's utility subsidiaries’ activities, including refation of retail rates and environmental matteee S
additional discussion in the summary of recentfeldeegulatory developments and public utility rigion sections of the Xcel Energy Inc.
Annual Report on Form 10-K for the year ended [34¢.2013 . In addition to the matters discussedvbetee Note 5 to the consolidated
financial statements for a discussion of other latguy matters.

FERC Order 1000, Transmission Planning and Cost édhtion (Order 1000)— In 2011, the FERC issued Order 1000 adopting new
requirements for transmission planning, cost atiooaand development to be effective prospectivielyOrder 1000, the FERC required
utilities to develop tariffs that provide for joinégional transmission planning and cost allocatiwrall FERC-jurisdictional utilities within a
region. In addition, Order 1000 required that regicoordinate to develop interregional plans fansgmission planning and cost allocation. A
key provision of Order 1000 is a requirement tHaRE-jurisdictional wholesale transmission tarifkel@de provisions that would grant the
incumbent transmission owner a federal Right oftHRefusal (ROFR) to build certain types of trarssioin projects in its service area.

The removal of a federal ROFR would eliminate rigtttat NSP-Minnesota, NSP-Wisconsin and SPS clyreate under the MISO and SPP
tariffs to build certain transmission projects wittheir footprints. In Order 1000, FERC insteaduieed that the opportunity to build such
projects would extend to competitive transmissienadopers. MISO, SPP, and PSCo all made theialrmitmpliance filings to incorporate
new provisions into their tariffs regarding regibpknning and cost allocation. Various partiesegded Order 1000 final rules to the D.C.
Circuit. The date for a Court decision in the apjgancertain.

The FERC ruled on the initial regional complianit@ds for MISO, SPP and PSCo, directing furthemgdiance changes and thus the SPP
and PSCo regional compliance filings remain pendictipn by the FERC. The FERC ruling prohibits RQ#RBvisions in the MISO tariff ar
Transmission Owners Agreement (TOA), except forsaigration of state statutes. The MISO Transmis€iamers filed an appeal of this
decision. Initial filings to address interregiompddnning and cost allocation requirements with ptegions were made by PSCo, MISO and
SPP and are pending action by the FERC.
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Transmissioronly subsidiaries (TransCo)

Xcel Energy has formed two TransCos that couldftiigbrojects subject to a competitive bidding psscé MISO and SPP. The MISO Bo:
of Directors accepted a membership applicatiorkimel Energy Transmission Development Company, LKETD) in April 2014. In May
2014, Xcel Energy formed Xcel Energy Southwest $naission Company, LLC (XEST), which could bid foojects subject to a competiti
bidding process in SPP.

NSP Systen
Minnesota, North Dakota and South Dakota legistagiceserves ROFR rights. Wisconsin has not devdlepeh legislation. The FERC's

initial order on MISO’s compliance filing requirddiSO to remove proposed tariff provisions that wbbhve recognized state ROFR rights
and allowed state regulators to select the develofp& transmission project. Xcel Energy requesgdetaring of this issue. The FERC has
accepted changes to MISO’s transmission cost ditocarocedures that will protect the ROFR for patg needed for system reliability.
MISO has proposed that the Order 1000 compliarrifésthe effective for projects approved in Decemb@l4.

PSCo

Colorado does not have legislation protecting R@gRts for incumbent utilities. PSCo submittedRERC compliance filing proposing that
PSCo would join the WestConnect region, a congortd utilities in the Western Interconnection ahd FERC issued its initial order. In
April 2013, PSCo and other WestConnect membersestqd rehearing. PSCo and other WestConnect jctimaial utilities made their
compliance filings to address directives in the 842013 order. The FERC is expected to rule in 2i¥ithe compliance filing and the
requests for rehearing. PSCo and other WestConmeribers filed the interregional compliance filingd/ay 2013 and action on those
filings is pending. The WestConnect members proghdisat the regional and inter-regional compliarer@fs be effective prospectively after
the final FERC orders, and not earlier than Jag015.

SPS

Xcel Energy believes that Texas statutes protecROFR of incumbent utilities operating outsidéhaf ERCOT region to construct and own
transmission interconnected to their systems, thdahig view is disputed by some parties. The Sihtdew Mexico does not have legislation
establishing ROFR rights for incumbent utilitieheTFERC issued its initial order on SPP’s Order0l@&@ional compliance filing in July
2013. The FERC identified several areas that reduarfurther compliance filing by SPP to addregsoreal compliance issues. Among other
things, the FERC rejected SPP’s proposal to retd®®FR for new transmission projects with operaiooltages between 100 KV and 300
KV. Requests for rehearing of the FERC's July 20dder were filed in August 2013 and are pendingRBRC’s action. The SPP regional
compliance filing was filed in November 2013 andisrently pending. The SPP regional compliancésarent into effect March 1, 2014,
subject to the outcome of the additional FERC pedaggs. The SPP interregional compliance filing saismitted in July 2013 and is pend
the FERC's action.

MISO Transmission Pricing— The MISO Tariff presently provides for differesitocation methods for the costs of new transmissio
investments depending on whether the project imamily local or regional in nature. If a projectalifies as a MVP, the costs would be fully
allocated to all loads in the MISO region. MVP @ity is generally obtained for higher voltaged@KYV and higher) projects expected to
serve multiple purposes, such as improved relighileduced congestion, transmission for renewab&rgy, and load serving. Certain parties
appealed the FERC MVP tariff orders to the U.S.i€ofiAppeals for the Seventh Circuit (Seventh Gitc In June 2013, the Seventh Circuit
upheld the FERC MVP tariff orders allocating MVRjact costs regionally, but remanded the FERC @mti® not apply the regional charge
to transmission service transactions crossingtmd®JM RTO. U.S. Supreme Court review of the SeavEircuit decision was requested. In
March 2014, the U.S. Supreme Court denied the &pfippeals of the regional allocation issue havestheen exhausted. The FERC has not
yet taken action on the remand of the PJM allooasue. The NSP System has certain new transmisidities for which other custome

in MISO contribute to cost recovery. Likewise, thEP System also pays a share of the costs of psajenstructed by other transmission
owning entities. The transmission revenues receyetthe NSP System from MISO, and the transmissk@arges paid to MISO, associated
with projects subject to regional cost allocatiould be significant in future periods.

NERC Critical Infrastructure Protection (CIP) Requements— The FERC has approved version 5 of NERC’s CIRd#eds. Requirements

must be applied to high and medium impact assef§oy 1, 2016 and to low impact assets by AprikD,17. Xcel Energy is currently in the
process of evaluating the new requirements andifgieng initiatives needed to meet the complianeadlines.
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NERC Physical Security Requiremen— In July 2014, the FERC issued a notice of progaséemaking (NOPR) generally proposing to
adopt NERC's proposed CIP standard related to phlysecurity for bulk electric system facilitiesowever, the FERC proposed a
modification to the standard that would allow cergovernmental authorities, including FERC, toisevan entity’s list of critical facilities.
The new standard would likely be effective in 20X6el Energy is currently in the process of evahgand identifying the critical facilities
impacted to better determine the cost of protestimeressary to meet the standard. The additiosaf@ocompliance is anticipated to be
recoverable through rates.

SPP and MISO Complaints Regarding RTO Joint OperggiAgreement (JOA— SPP and MISO have a longstanding dispute regaittim
interpretation of their JOA, which is intended tiedinate RTO operations along the MISO/SPP sysisamdary. SPP and MISO disagree
over MISQO'’s authority to transmit power over SP&hamission facilities between the traditional MI&gion in the Midwest and the Entergy
system. Several cases have been filed with the ABR@ISO and SPP. In March 2014, FERC issued aerasetting all of the cases for
settlement judge proceedings, or hearings if sedfd fails. The Xcel Energy utilities have interedrin the various dockets, arguing that non-
firm use by MISO should not be subject to SPP trassion charges. If SPP is successful in chargilg®/for use of the SPP system, the
NSP System would experience higher costs from MM8i@c¢ch could be material, but SPS would collecerayes from SPP. The outcome

the JOA disputes, and the potential impact on Xeedrgy, are uncertain at this time. In June 201&l RERC accepted a proposed tariff
change by MISO to recover transmission charges segdy SPP retroactive to Jan. 29, 2014, and sé$shes for settlement judge and
hearing procedures.

Wind Integration Tariff Filing — In May 2014, PSCo filed proposed amendmentsst@en Access Transmission Tariff with FERC
designed to better allocate ancillary servicesscassociated with renewable generation to thoderoess on the PSCo system that use
renewable resources to serve load. The proposeddanets include changes to the mechanism useddweethe cost of capacity associe
with balancing of loads and resources and a newgehdesigned to recover the cost of additional ciépaeeded to respond to situations
where the output of wind generators decreasesfisignily over a short period of time. PSCo propoandffective date of Aug. 1, 2014 with
rates suspended until Jan. 1, 2015. The FERC igrezhjto take action on the filing within 60 day$ie proposed tariff changes would not
materially affect 2014 revenues, but would provigdgre appropriate cost allocation as additionalweide generation is connected to PSCo.

FERC Order 745 Vacated, Demand Response Compensati@Organized Wholesale Energy Markets (Order 745)In 2011, the FERC
issued a final rule requiring that demand resoupaescipating in organized wholesale markets (sasMISO or SPP) be paid the locational
marginal price for avoided energy consumption. Nrgus parties objected to the rule. On appeal, tl&& Bircuit Court of Appeals vacated
and remanded FEREbrder. The Court found that the order was an imfsible intrusion by the FERC into retail electmatters reserved
the states. The FERC has requested reheanrmngreview by the entire appeals court panel) andréngiest remains pendingfter
issuance of the Court’s decision, FirstEnergy Ser@Gompany (FirstEnergy) filed a complaint reques#ERC to require PJM to remove all
portions of the PJM Tariff allowing or requiringi®do include demand response as suppliers to BdMblesale markets. This complaint :
remains pending. Neither the Court’s vacatur ofédith5 nor FirstEnergy’s complaint against PIJM haegerial implications for NSP-
Minnesota, NSRA/isconsin or SPS at this time. However, these astaeate uncertainty regarding future particippibdemand resources
the MISO and SPP wholesale organized markets.

Environmental, Legal and Other Matters
See a discussion of environmental, legal and otfaters in Note 6 to the consolidated financialesteents.
Critical Accounting Policies and Estimates

Preparation of the consolidated financial statemant related disclosures in compliance with GA&duires the application of accounting
rules and guidance, as well as the use of estimBltesapplication of these policies involves judgiseregarding future events, including the
likelihood of success of particular projects, legatl regulatory challenges and anticipated recookcpsts. These judgments could materi
impact the consolidated financial statements asdasures, based on varying assumptions. In additie financial and operating
environment also may have a significant effectr@ndperation of the business and on the resulstezbeven if the nature of the accounting
policies applied have not changed. ltem-Management’s Discussion and Analysis, in Xcel Epéng.’'s Annual Report on Form 10-K for
the year ended Dec. 31, 2013, includes a disaussiaccounting policies and estimates that aret sigaificant to the portrayal of Xcel
Energy’s financial condition and results, and tlegfuire management’s most difficult, subjectiveomplex judgments. Each of these has a
higher likelihood of resulting in materially diffent reported amounts under different conditionssing different assumptions. As of June 30,
2014 , there have been no material changes toigmbet forth in Xcel Energy Inc.’s Annual Repantieorm 10-K for the year ended Dec. 31,
2013.

55




Table of Contents
Derivatives, Risk Management and Market Risk

In the normal course of business, Xcel Energy &ndl its subsidiaries are exposed to a variety oketaisks. Market risk is the potential loss
that may occur as a result of adverse changeimdrket or fair value of a particular instrumentommodity. All financial and commodity-
related instruments, including derivatives, argetttto market risk. See Note 8 to the consolidéiteathcial statements for further discussion
of market risks associated with derivatives.

Xcel Energy is exposed to the impact of adversaghsa in price for energy and energy-related pragwdhich is partially mitigated by the
use of commodity derivatives. In addition to ongpmonitoring and maintaining credit policies inteddo minimize overall credit risk, when
necessary, management takes steps to mitigate ehéngredit and concentration risks associatel itgtderivatives and other contracts,
including parental guarantees and requests oftecdla While Xcel Energy expects that the counteigswill perform under the contracts
underlying its derivatives, the contracts exposelknergy to some credit and non-performance risk.

Though no material non-performance risk currentigts with the counterparties to Xcel Energy’s coodlity derivative contracts, distress in
the financial markets may in the future impact tisl to the extent it impacts those counterparfidstress in the financial markets may also
impact the fair value of the securities in the pacldecommissioning fund and master pension tsstell as Xcel Energy’s ability to earn a
return on short-term investments of excess cash.

Commodity Price Risk —Xcel Energy Inc.’s utility subsidiaries are exposedommodity price risk in their electric and nafgas
operations. Commodity price risk is managed byramdanto long- and short-term physical purchase sales contracts for electric capacity,
energy and energy-related products and for vaffieels used in generation and distribution actigiti€ommodity price risk is also managed
through the use of financial derivative instrumedtsel Energy’s risk management policy allows intanage commodity price risk within
each rate-regulated operation to the extent supbsexe exists.

Wholesale and Commodity Trading Risk x¢cel Energy Inc.’s utility subsidiaries conduct iars wholesale and commodity trading
activities, including the purchase and sale oftelecapacity, energy and energy-related instrusmextel Energy’s risk management policy
allows management to conduct these activities withiidelines and limitations as approved by itk nmnagement committee, which is made
up of management personnel not directly involvethaactivities governed by this policy.

At June 30, 2014 , the fair values by source farceenmodity trading contract assets were as follows

Futures / Forwards

Maturity Maturity Total Futures/
Source of Fair Less Than 1 Maturity 1to 3  Maturity 4to 5  Greater Than5  Forwards Fair

(Thousands of Dollars) Value Year Years Years Years Value
NSP-Minnesota @ $ 9,36¢ $  11,04¢ $ 1,448 $ (448 $ 21,41
NSP-Minnesota (b) 5,107 — — 36¢ 5,47¢
$ 14,478  $ 11,04¢ % 1,44 % (80) $ 26,88¢

Options

Maturity Maturity Total Futures/
Source of Fair Less Than 1 Maturity 1to 3  Maturity 4to5  Greater Than5  Forwards Fair

(Thousands of Dollars) Value Year Years Years Years Value
NSP-Minnesota 0 $ 50 § — $ — 8 — 8 50

(a)— Prices actively quoted or based on actively qiipigces.
(b)— Prices based on models and other valuation msthod

Changes in the fair value of commodity trading cacts before the impacts of margin-sharing mechasisere as follows:

Six Months Ended June 30

(Thousands of Dollars) 2014 2013

Fair value of commodity trading net contract aseetstanding at Jan. 1 $ 30,51: $ 28,31«
Contracts realized or settled during the period (7,279 (3,869
Commodity trading contract additions and changesduweriod 3,70( 2,00¢
Fair value of commaodity trading net contract assetstanding at June 30 $ 26,93¢ $ 26,45+
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At June 30, 2014 , a 10 percent increase in marets for commodity trading contracts would inaearetax income by approximately $1.1
million, whereas a 10 percent decrease would dserpeetax income from continuing operations by exiprately $1.1 million. At June 30,
2013, a 10 percent increase in market pricesdomgodity trading contracts would increase pretaoine from continuing operations by
approximately $1.2 million, whereas a 10 percemte@se would decrease pretax income from continofiegations by approximately $1.2
million.

Xcel Energy Inc.’s utility subsidiaries’ wholesalad commodity trading operations measure the mdstg risk exposure to price changes on
transactions, contracts and obligations that haes lentered into, but not closed, including trati@as that are not recorded at fair value,
using an industry standard methodology known asi&at Risk (VaR). VaR expresses the potential chémépnir value on the outstanding
transactions, contracts and obligations over dquéar period of time under normal market condition

The VaRs for the NSP-Minnesota and PSCo commonditirtg operations, calculated on a consolidate@ he$ng a Monte Carlo simulation
with a 95 percent confidence level and a one-dégitg period, were as follows:

Three Months

(Millions of Dollars) Ended June 30 VaR Limit Average High Low
2014 $ 04z $ 3.0 $ 077 $ 16¢ $ 0.0€
2013 0.4: 3.0C 0.7 1.45 0.21

Nuclear Fuel Supply— In December 2014, NSP-Minnesota is scheduledke tlelivery of 69 percent of its 2014 enrichedi@acmaterial
requirements and in December 2015 approximatelyet8ent of its 2015 enriched nuclear material negménts that could be impacted by
events in Ukraine and sanctions against Russia-MiBResota has arranged for deliveries of mater@hfalternate sources in 2014 and 2
that would not be impacted by these world eventspanvide the flexibility to manage its nuclear lfgapply to ensure that plant availability
and reliability will not be negatively impactedtime near term. Long term through 2024, NSP-Minre&scheduled to take delivery of
approximately 34 percent of its average enrichedean material requirements that could be impabtedvents in Ukraine and extended
sanctions against Russia. NSP-Minnesota is clde#gwing the progression of these events and pélliodically assess if further actions are
required to assure security of supply of enricheclear material beyond 2015.

Interest Rate Ris— Xcel Energy is subject to the risk of fluctuatimgerest rates in the normal course of businessl Energy’s risk
management policy allows interest rate risk to lamaged through the use of fixed rate debt, floattg debt and interest rate derivatives
such as swaps, caps, collars and put or call aation

At June 30, 2014 and 2013, a 100-basis-point ahamthe benchmark rate on Xcel Energy’s variabte debt would impact pretax interest
expense annually by approximately $7.8 million &4d4 million, respectively. See Note 8 to the cdidsted financial statements for a
discussion of Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsidiaiigrest rate derivatives.

NSF-Minnesota also maintains a nuclear decommissiofiing, as required by the NRC. The nuclear decosioning fund is subject to
interest rate risk and equity price risk. At Jufe 314 , the fund was invested in a diversifiedfptio of cash equivalents, debt securities,
equity securities, and other investments. Thesesitiwents may be used only for activities relateguitear decommissioning. Given the
purpose and legal restrictions on the use of nudeaommissioning fund assets, realized and uzeghtjains on fund investments over the
life of the fund are deferred as an offset of NSPPwMsota’s regulatory asset for nuclear decommigsjpcosts. Consequently, any realized
and unrealized gains and losses on securitieginublear decommissioning fund, including any othan-temporary impairments, are
deferred as a component of the regulatory assetuftliear decommissioning. Since the accountingiémtear decommissioning recognizes
that costs are recovered through rates, fluctusfioequity prices or interest rates do not haviargract on earnings.

Credit Risk —Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsidiaries are also sggddo credit risk. Credit risk relates to the $hoss resulting from
counterparties’ nonperformance on their contraatbéiations. Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsidiangaintain credit policies intended to
minimize overall credit risk and actively monittvese policies to reflect changes and scope of tipesa

At June 30, 2014, a 10 percent increase in commpdces would have resulted in an increase iditexposure of $35.9 million, while a
decrease in prices of 10 percent would have rebidta decrease in credit exposure of $22.2 mill&nJune 30, 2013 , a 10 percent increase
in commodity prices would have resulted in a deseaa credit exposure of $5.2 million, while a dsge in prices of 10 percent would have
resulted in an increase in credit exposure of $h8llfon.
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Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsidiaries conduct stat@redit reviews for all counterparties. Xcel Eyyeemploys additional credit risk control
mechanisms when appropriate, such as letters ditcparental guarantees, standardized mastengetjreements and termination provisi
that allow for offsetting of positive and negatigposures. Credit exposure is monitored and, wieerssary, the activity with a specific
counterparty is limited until credit enhancemenrisvided. Distress in the financial markets cdalttease Xcel Energy’s credit risk.

Fair Value Measurements

Xcel Energy follows accounting and disclosure gaiaon fair value measurements that contains araigy for inputs used in measuring 1
value and requires disclosure of the observalifitthe inputs used in these measurements. See8\otthe consolidated financial statements
for further discussion of the fair value hierar@nd the amounts of assets and liabilities meastrédr value that have been assigned to
Level 3.

Commodity Derivatives— Xcel Energy continuously monitors the creditwardss of the counterparties to its commodity deiveacontracts
and assesses each counterparty’s ability to perforthe transactions set forth in the contractgefsihis assessment and the typically short
duration of these contracts, the impact of discogntommaodity derivative assets for counterpargddrrisk was not material to the fair value
of commaodity derivative assets at June 30, 204del Energy also assesses the impact of its aeaditarisk when determining the fair value
commodity derivative liabilities. The impact of d@inting commaodity derivative liabilities for crédisk was immaterial to the fair value of
commodity derivative liabilities at June 30, 2014 .

Commodity derivative assets and liabilities assigtoelevel 3 typically consist of FTRs, as wellfasvards and options that are long-term in
nature. Level 3 commodity derivative assets arllitees represent 7.1 percent and 61.8 percetttaf assets and liabilities, respectively,
measured at fair value at June 30, 2014 .

Determining the fair value of FTRs requires numermanagement forecasts that vary in observahitithiding various forward commodity
prices, retail and wholesale demand, generatioresudting transmission system congestion. Giverlithited observability of managemesnt’
forecasts for several of these inputs, these imstnis have been assigned a Level 3. Level 3 comyndeliivatives assets and liabilities
included $133.1 million and $28.6 million of estited fair values, respectively, for FTRs held ateJ8f, 2014 .

Determining the fair value of certain commodityviards and options can require management to makefisibjective price and volatility
forecasts which extend to periods beyond thoselyealoservable on active exchanges or quoted bieéyso When less observable forward
price and volatility forecasts are significant gtetmining the value of commaodity forwards and @psi these instruments are assigned to
Level 3. Level 3 commodity derivative assets ineld@1.0 million of estimated fair values, and rabiiities, for forwards held at June 30,
2014 . There were no Level 3 options held at Juhe314 .

Nuclear Decommissioning Fun— Nuclear decommissioning fund assets assigne@vell3 consist of private equity investments arad re
estate investments. Based on an evaluation of NBiRedota’s ability to redeem private equity investts and real estate investment funds
measured at net asset value, estimated fair védudéisese investments totaling $146.8 million ie thuclear decommissioning fundJaine 30
2014 (approximately 7.8 percent of total assetssoneal at fair value) are assigned to Level 3. Redland unrealized gains and losses on
nuclear decommissioning fund investments are dedeais a regulatory asset.

Liquidity and Capital Resources

Cash Flows

Six Months Ended June 30
(Millions of Dollars) 2014 2013
Cash provided by operating activities $ 1,04C $ 1,07¢

Net cash provided by operating activities decre$34 million for the six months ended June 30, 20ddmpared with the six months ended
June 30, 2013 . The decrease was primarily dubaoges in working capital related to the timingpafments and receipts, partially offset by
higher net income and lower pension contributions.
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Six Months Ended June 30

(Millions of Dollars) 2014 2013
Cash used in investing activities $ (1,53) $ (1,512

Net cash used in investing activities increg$19 million for the six months ended June 30, 20ddmpared with the six months ended
June 30, 2013 . The reduction caused by highetatapipenditures in 2013, primarily related to salenajor construction projects including
the Monticello nuclear EPU and the Pl steam generaplacement, was more than offset by lower mdsaeceived in 2014 from insurance
related to Sherco Unit 3.

Six Months Ended June 30

(Millions of Dollars) 2014 2013
Cash provided by financing activities $ 484 $ 414

Net cash provided by financing activities increa$70 million for the six months ended June 30, 20ddmpared with the six months ended
June 30, 2013 . The increase was primarily duedogeds from short-term debt as well as lower reqgays of short-term and lorigrm debt
partially offset by lower proceeds from both lorgrh debt, issuances of common stock and highedelind payments.

Capital Requirements

Xcel Energy expects to meet future financing regmients by periodically issuing short-term debtglberm debt, common stock, hybrid and
other securities to maintain desired capitalizataios.

Regulation of Derivative— In July 2010, financial reform legislation wasspad that provides for the regulation of derivatramsactions
amongst other provisions. Provisions within thé fnibvide the Commodity Futures Trading Commisqi6RTC) and the SEC with expanded
regulatory authority over derivative and swap teantions. Regulations effected under this legistatiould preclude or impede some types of
over-the-counter energy commodity transactionsamefuire clearing through regulated central cerparties, which could negatively
impact the market for these transactions or res@ktensive margin and fee requirements.

As a result of this legislation, there will be nrakincreased reporting requirements for certailumes of derivative and swap activity. In
April, 2012, the CFTC ruled that swap dealing dtticonducted by entities under a notional limitfially set at $8 billion with further
potential reduction to $3 billion after five yeavsi|l fall under the general de minimis threshofedawill not subject an entity to registering ¢
swap dealer. Through a raation letter issued in March 2014 by the CFTC 8o of Swap Dealer and Intermediary Oversightemtity may
deal in utility operations-related swaps, and retdxjuired to register as a swap dealer providattiie aggregate gross notional amount of
swap dealing activity (including utility operationslated swaps) does not exceed the general denisittireshold and provided that the entity
has not exceeded the special entity de minimisttole (excluding utility operations-related swaps$25 million for the preceding 12
months. Xcel Energy’s current and projected swdipiacis well below these de minimis threshold$i€Thill also contains provisions that
should exempt certain derivatives end users frommud the clearing and margin requirements. Xceadrgp does not expect to be materially
impacted by the margining provisions. Xcel Energg hompleted its review of the additional reportigjgations for “trade options,” which
are physical electric and gas contracts that comaibedded volumetric and/or price optionality t#is time, none of the contracts used by
Xcel Energy qualify as a “trade option.” Howevdristdetermination is subject to change as additibedd-Frank Act rules continue to be
finalized and implemented and subsequent transectice executed. Xcel Energy is currently meetihgther reporting requirements.

SPP FTR Margining Requirement— The SPP conducted its first annual FTR auctioménspring of 2014 associated with the
implementation of the SPP IM. The full processtfansmission owners involves the receipt of AuctRevenue Rights (ARRS) and, if elec
by the transmission owner, conversion of those ARREmM FTRs. At June 30, 2014, SPS has a $4lianiletter of credit posted with SPP.
That collateral initially supported the ARR to FEBnversion activity and is expected to be leftlacp to support the potential collateral
requirements for the first summer of IM operation.

Pension Fund— Xcel Energy’s pension assets are invested in asified portfolio of domestic and international é@gsecurities, shorterm
to long-duration fixed income securities, and algive investments, including private equity, restiate, hedge fund of funds and commodity
investments.

* In January 2014, contributions of $130.0 millware made across three of Xcel Enesgyénsion plan
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* In 2013, contributions of $192.4 million were deaacross four of Xcel Energypension plans; a
» For future years, we anticipate contributions Wwélmade as necess:

Capital Sources

Short-Term Funding Sources —Xcel Energy uses a number of sources to fulfillrsterm funding needs, including operating casiwflo
notes payable, commercial paper and bank linesedfitc The amount and timing of shaetrm funding needs depend in large part on finay
needs for construction expenditures, working chpita dividend payments.

Short-Term Investments —Xcel Energy Inc., NSP-Minnesota, NSP-Wisconsin, 886d SPS maintain cash operating and short-term
investment accounts. At June 30, 2014 , approximn&®4 million of cash was held in these accounts.

Commercial Paper —Xcel Energy Inc., NSP-Minnesota, NSP-Wisconsin, 888d SPS each have individual commercial paperanos.
The authorized levels for these commercial papegnams are:

*  $800 millionfor Xcel Energy Inc
«  $700 millionfor PSCao

e $500 million for NSPMinnesota
*  $300 millionfor SPS; an

e $150 million for NSPWisconsin

Commercial paper outstanding for Xcel Energy wafbhsws:

Three Months Ended June Twelve Months Ended

(Amounts in Millions, Except Interest Rates) 30, 2014 Dec. 31, 2013
Borrowing limit $ 2450 % 2,45(
Amount outstanding at period end 77€ 75¢
Average amount outstanding 91C 481
Maximum amount outstanding 1,18¢ 1,16(C
Weighted average interest rate, computed on a tasis 0.32% 0.31%
Weighted average interest rate at period end 0.3t 0.2t

Credit Facilities —NSP-Minnesota, NSP-Wisconsin, PSCo, SPS and Xaaigyrinc. each have five-year credit agreements savgyndicate
of banks. The total size of the credit facilitieshR.45 billion and each credit facility terminatesluly 2017.

NSF-Minnesota, PSCo, SPS and Xcel Energy Inc. each treyright to request an extension of the revglt@rmination date for two
additional one-year periods. NSP-Wisconsin hagitte to request an extension of the revolving iaation date for an additional one-year
period. All extension requests are subject to nitgjtank group approval.

As of July 29, 2014, Xcel Energy Inc. and its tfikubsidiaries had the following committed crddlilities available to meet liquidity needs:

(Millions of Dollars) Credit Facility © Drawn ® Available Cash Liquidity
Xcel Energy Inc. $ 800.C $ 433.C $ 367.C $ 02 $ 367.%
PSCo 700.( 303.t 396.5 0.2 396.¢
NSP-Minnesota 500.( 105.¢ 394.1 0.7 394.¢
SPS 300.( 83.C 217.( 0.¢ 217.¢
NSP-Wisconsin 150.( 11.C 139.( 0.¢ 139.¢
Total $ 2,450.C % 936.« $ 1,513 $ 31 % 1,516."

@
(b)

These credit facilities expire in July 20
Includes outstanding commercial paper and lettecsealit
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During the second quarter of 2014, Xcel Energy hegarking with its bank group to amend and extdredexisting revolving credit
agreements for Xcel Energy Inc. and each of itsiletgd subsidiaries. Xcel Energy expects to fimalirese agreements during the third
quarter of 2014.

Money Pool— Xcel Energy received FERC approval to establiskiliyumoney pool arrangement with the utility sidiaries, subject to
receipt of required state regulatory approvals. Tiildy money pool allows for short-term investngin and borrowings between the utility
subsidiaries. Xcel Energy Inc. may make investmante utility subsidiaries at market-based inderates; however, the money pool
arrangement does not allow the utility subsidiatiesiake investments in Xcel Energy Inc. The mopegl balances are eliminated in
consolidation.

NSF-Minnesota, PSCo and SPS participate in the moneygursuant to approval from their respectiveestagulatory commissions. NSP-
Wisconsin does not participate in the money pool.

Financing — Xcel Energy issues debt and equity securitiesfinarace retiring maturities, reduce short-term délotd capital programs,
infuse equity in subsidiaries, fund asset acqois#tiand for other general corporate purposes.

During 2014, Xcel Energy Inc. and its utility suttisiries completed the following bond issuances:

* In March, PSCo issued $300 million of 4.30 perdeat mortgage bonds due March 15, 2(

* In May, NSPMinnesota issued $300 million of 4.125 percent finertgage bonds due May 15, 2(
* InJune, SPS issued $150 million of 3.30 percest Mmortgage bonds due June 15, 2024

* InJune, NSRVisconsin issued $100 million of 3.30 percent firgirtgage bonds due June 15, 2

In connection with SP35suance of $150 million of 3.30 percent first mmade bonds due June 15, 2024, SPS issued $256muiflicollatere
8.75 percent first mortgage bonds due Dec. 1, 2018e trustee under its senior unsecured indeimuseder to secure its previously issued
Series G Senior Notes, 8.75 percent due Dec. B, 2fually and ratably with SPS’ first mortgage é®as required by the terms of such
Series G Senior Notes.

In March 2013, Xcel Energy Inc. filed a prospectupplement under which it may sell up to $400 wmllof its common stock through an
ATM program. During the six months ended June 8042 Xcel Energy Inc. issued approximately 5.7 ionllshares of common stock
through this program for approximately $175 millidxs a result, Xcel Energy has completed its ATMgvam. Xcel Energy does not
anticipate issuing any additional equity, beyosdiividend reinvestment program and to fund bepefigrams, over the next five years ba
on its current capital expenditure plan.

Financing plans are subject to change, dependirappital expenditures, internal cash generatiomketaonditions and other factors.
Off-Balance-Sheet Arrangements

Xcel Energy does not have any off-balance-sheangements, other than those currently disclosetij@ve or are reasonably likely to have
a current or future effect on financial conditichanges in financial condition, revenues or expgnssults of operations, liquidity, capital
expenditures or capital resources that is materiamvestors.

Earnings Guidance
Xcel Energy’s 2014 ongoing earnings guidance i9®10 $2.05 per share. Key assumptions relate@1d 2arnings are detailed below:

» Constructive outcomes in all rate case and regylgtimceeding:

» Normal weather patterns are experienced for thaimer of the yee

*  Weathemormalized retail electric utility sales are pragetto increase approximately 1.0 perc

* Weathemormalized retail firm natural gas sales are pttejgto increase approximately 2.0 perc

»  Capital rider revenue is projected to increase4y iillion to $50 million over 2013 leve

» O&M expenses are projected to increase approximateercent to 3 percent over 2013 ley

» Depreciation expense is projected to increagen$ilion to $40 million over 2013 levels, refleny the proposed acceleration of the
amortization of the excess depreciation resenmaasof NSP-Minnesota’s moderation plan in the Misoia electric rate case. The
moderation plan, if approved by the MPUC, wouldusaldepreciation expense by approximately $81amilin 2014.
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» Property taxes are projected to increase approgign&40 million to $50 million over 2013 leve

» Interest expense (net of AFUDE debt) is projected to decrease $5 to $15 milliemfi2013 level:
» AFUDC— equity is projected to increase approximately $Bionito $10 million over 2013 leve
 The ETR is projected to be approximately 34 pert@B6 percen

» Average common stock and equivalents are projeotée approximately 504 million shat

Long-Term EPS and Dividend Growth Rate Objectives

Xcel Energy expects to deliver an attractive togalirn to our shareholders through a combinatiogaohings growth and dividend yield,
based on the following long-term objectives:

« Deliver longterm annual EPS growth of 4 percent to 6 perceaset on a normalized 2013 EPS of $1.90 per shaiehwepresente
the mid-point of our 2013 earnings guidance range;

» Deliver annual dividend increases of 4 percent p@@ent; an

* Maintain senior unsecured debt credit ratings @BBB+ to A range

Ongoing earnings is calculated using net incomeaatjaisting for certain nonrecurring or infrequéetns that are, in management’s view, not
reflective of ongoing operations.

ltem 3 — QUANTITATIVE AND QUALITATIVE DISCLOSURES ABOUT MARK  ET RISK

See Management’s Discussion and AnalysiBerivatives, Risk Management and Market Risk urtéen 2.
Item 4 — CONTROLS AND PROCEDURES

Disclosure Controls and Procedures

Xcel Energy maintains a set of disclosure contanld procedures designed to ensure that informediguired to be disclosed in reports that it
files or submits under the Securities Exchangeofdt934 is recorded, processed, summarized, armtegbwithin the time periods specified
in SEC rules and forms. In addition, the disclostoetrols and procedures ensure that informatigaired to be disclosed is accumulated and
communicated to management, including the chietetxee officer (CEQO) and chief financial officer FO), allowing timely decisions
regarding required disclosure. As of June 30, 20daked on an evaluation carried out under thergigpen and with the participation of Xcel
Energy’s management, including the CEO and CF@hegffectiveness of its disclosure controls amdpiocedures, the CEO and CFO have
concluded that Xcel Energy’s disclosure controld procedures were effective.

Internal Control Over Financial Reporting

No change in Xcel Ener(s internal control over financial reporting hasored during the most recent fiscal quarter tlaat inaterially
affected, or is reasonably likely to materiallyeaff, Xcel Energy’s internal control over finanaiaporting.

Part Il — OTHER INFORMATION
ltem 1 — LEGAL PROCEEDINGS

Xcel Energy is involved in various litigation makehat are being defended and handled in the anglitourse of business. The assessment of
whether a loss is probable or is a reasonable ltigsiand whether the loss or a range of lossssmable, often involves a series of complex
judgments about future events. Management maingaosials for such losses that are probable ofjdaturred and subject to reasone
estimation. Management is sometimes unable to atian amount or range of a reasonably possibdariasertain situations, including but

not limited to when (1) the damages sought aretérdénate, (2) the proceedings are in the earlyestaor (3) the matters involve novel or
unsettled legal theories. In such cases, therenisiderable uncertainty regarding the timing omate resolution of such matters, including a
possible eventual loss.
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Additional Information

See Note 6 to the consolidated financial statenfentsirther discussion of legal claims and enviremtal proceedings. See Note 5 to the
consolidated financial statements for discussiopro€eedings involving utility rates and other reagory matters.

Item 1A — RISK FACTORS

Xcel Energy Inc.’s risk factors are documentedi@m 1A of Part | of its Annual Report on Form 1ddf the year ended Dec. 31, 2013,
which is incorporated herein by reference.

Item 2 — UNREGISTERED SALES OF EQUITY SECURITIES AND USE OF PROCEEDS
Purchases of Equity Securities by the Issuer andilidted Purchasers

The following table provides information about qurchases of equity securities that are registeyedcel Energy Inc. pursuant to Sectior
of the Exchange Act for the quarter ended Jun@GD4 :

Issuer Purchases of Equity Securities

Maximum Number
Total Number of Shares (or Approximate Dollar Value)

Purchased as Part of of Shares That May Yet Be
Total Number of Average Price Publicly Announced Plans or Purchased Under the Plans or
Period Shares Purchased Paid per Share Programs Programs

April 1, 2014 — April 30, 2014 — 3 — = =
May 1, 2014 — May 31, 2014 — — — _
June 1, 2014 — June 30, 2014 — — — _

Total — — —

Item 4 — MINE SAFETY DISCLOSURES

None.

Item 5 — OTHER INFORMATION

None.
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Item 6 — EXHIBITS

* Indicates incorporation by reference

3.01*

3.02*

4.01*

4.02*

4.03*

4.04*

4.05*

4.06*

31.01

31.02

32.01

99.01
101

Amended and Restated Articles of Incorporation o€DEnergy Inc., as filed on May 17, 2012 (ExhBidl to Form 8-K dated May
16, 2012 (file no. 001-03034)).

Restated By-Laws of Xcel Energy Inc. (Exhibit 3td01Form 8-K dated Aug. 12, 2008 (file no. 001-03))34

Supplemental Trust Indenture dated as of May 142@&tween NSP-Minnesota and The Bank of New YorKavieTrust Company,
N.A., as successor Trustee, creating $300 millidmcgpal amount of 4.125 percent First Mortgage &arSeries due May 15, 2044.
(Exhibit 4.01 to NSP-Minnesota’s Form 8-K dated M&y 2014 (file no. 001-31387)).

Supplemental Indenture dated as of June 1, 20i¥MekaetNSP-Wisconsin and U.S. Bank National Assamiats successor Trustee,
creating $100 million principal amount of 3.30 pEmtFirst Mortgage Bonds, Series due June 15, J&4hibit 4.01 to NSP-
Wisconsin's Form 8-K dated June 23, 2014 (file @@l1-03140)).

Fifth Supplemental Indenture dated as of Nov. D&8Between SPS and The Bank of New York Mellon T@smpany, N.A., as
successor Trustee. (Exhibit 4.02 to SPS’ Form &ted June 2, 2014 (file no. 001-03789)).

Sixth Supplemental Indenture dated as of June 14 P@tween SPS and The Bank of New York Mellon f@mmpany, N.A., as
successor Trustee. (Exhibit 4.03 to SPS’ Form &téd June 2, 2014 (file no. 001-03789)).

Supplemental Indenture No. 2 dated as of June14 Bétween SPS and U.S. Bank National Associati®f,rustee. (Exhibit 4.06 to
SPS’ Form 8-K dated June 2, 2014 (file no. 001-@3)/8

Supplemental Indenture No. 3 dated as of June14 Between SPS and U.S. Bank National Associatierustee, creating $150
million principal amount of 3.30 percent First Mgaige Bonds, Series No. 3 due 2024. (Exhibit 4.(2R8’ Form 8-K dated June 9,
2014 (file no. 001-03789)).

Principal Executive Officer’s certifications pursudo 18 U.S.C. Section 1350, as adopted pursoabettion 302 of the Sarbanes-
Oxley Act of 2002.

Principal Financial Officer’s certifications pursudo 18 U.S.C. Section 1350, as adopted purseddécttion 302 of the Sarbanes-
Oxley Act of 2002.

Certification pursuant to 18 U.S.C. Section 13%0adopted pursuant to Section 906 of the Sarbarks+@ct of 2002.

Statement pursuant to Private Securities LitigaRefiorm Act of 1995.

The following materials from Xcel Energy Inc.’s Qtealy Report on Form 10-Q for the quarter endeteJs0, 2014 are formatted in
XBRL (eXtensible Business Reporting Language):th@ Consolidated Statements of Income, (ii) thasotidated Statements of
Comprehensive Income (iii) the Consolidated Statémef Cash Flows, (iv) the Consolidated Balancee® (v) the Consolidated
Statements of Common Stockholders’ Equity, (vi) @aio Consolidated Financial Statements, anddeiument and entity
information.
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SIGNATURES

Pursuant to the requirements of the Securities &xgh Act of 1934, the registrant has duly caussdréport to be signed on its behalf by the
undersigned thereunto duly authorized.

XCEL ENERGY INC.

Aug. 1, 2014 By: /s/ JEFFREY S. SAVAGE
Jeffrey S. Savage
Vice President and Controller
(Principal Accounting Officer)

/sl TERESA S. MADDEN

Teresa S. Madden

Senior Vice President and Chief Financial Office
(Principal Financial Officer)
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Exhibit 31.01

CERTIFICATION

I, Benjamin G.S. Fowke lll, certify that:
1. I have reviewed this report on Form QMf Xcel Energy Inc. (a Minnesota corporatit

2. Based on my knowledge, this report does notaiomny untrue statement of a material fact ortamstate a material fact necessary
to make the statements made, in light of the cistances under which such statements were madmisleading with respect to tl
period covered by this report;

3. Based on my knowledge, the financial statemeamtd other financial information included in théport, fairly present in all material
respects the financial condition, results of operatand cash flows of the registrant as of, amdtife periods presented in this
report;

4. The registrant’s other certifying officer andrke responsible for establishing and maintainisgldsure controls and procedures (as
defined in Exchange Act Rules 13a-15(e) and 15&))}%nd internal control over financial reportirag defined in Exchange Act
Rules 13a-15(f) and 15d-15(f)) for the registramd &ave:

a) Designed such disclosure controls and procsdarecaused such disclosure controls and procedotee designed under our
supervision, to ensure that material informatidatieg to the registrant, including its consolidhibsidiaries, is made knowr
us by others within those entities, particularlyidg the period in which this report is being preszh

b) Designed such internal control over finanoégdarting, or caused such internal control overrfaial reporting to be designed
under our supervision, to provide reasonable assareegarding the reliability of financial repodgiand the preparation of
financial statements for external purposes in ataace with generally accepted accounting principles

c) Evaluated the effectiveness of the registragtisslosure controls and procedures and presenttlsi report our conclusions

about the effectiveness of the disclosure contintsprocedures, as of the end of the period cougyeldis report based on such
evaluation; and

d) Disclosed in this report any change in thegtegnt's internal control over financial reportitigat occurred during the registrast’
most recent fiscal quarter (the registrant’s fodigbal quarter in the case of an annual repo#y) tlas materially affected, or is
reasonably likely to materially affect, the regasit's internal control over financial reporting;dan

5. The registrant’s other certifying officer antdve disclosed, based on our most recent evafuatimternal control over financial
reporting, to the registrant’s auditors and theitacmmmittee of the registrant’s board of direct(@spersons performing the
equivalent functions):

a) All significant deficiencies and material weaknes in the design or operation of internal cbotrer financial reporting which

are reasonably likely to adversely affect the riegig’s ability to record, process, summarize aqbrt financial information;
and

b) Any fraud, whether or not material, that invedvmanagement or other employees who have a s@mifiole in the registrant’s
internal control over financial reporting.

Date: Aug. 1, 2014

/s/ BENJAMIN G.S. FOWKE Il
Benjamin G.S. Fowke Il
Chairman, President, Chief Executive Officer anceBtor
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Exhibit 31.02

CERTIFICATION

I, Teresa S. Madden, certify that:
1. I have reviewed this report on Form QMf Xcel Energy Inc. (a Minnesota corporatit

2. Based on my knowledge, this report does notaiomny untrue statement of a material fact ortamstate a material fact necessary
to make the statements made, in light of the cistances under which such statements were madmisleading with respect to tl
period covered by this report;

3. Based on my knowledge, the financial statemeamtd other financial information included in théport, fairly present in all material
respects the financial condition, results of operatand cash flows of the registrant as of, amdtife periods presented in this
report;

4. The registrant’s other certifying officer andrke responsible for establishing and maintainisgldsure controls and procedures (as
defined in Exchange Act Rules 13a-15(e) and 15&))}%nd internal control over financial reportirag defined in Exchange Act
Rules 13a-15(f) and 15d-15(f)) for the registramd &ave:

a) Designed such disclosure controls and procsdarecaused such disclosure controls and procedotee designed under our
supervision, to ensure that material informatidatieg to the registrant, including its consolidhibsidiaries, is made knowr
us by others within those entities, particularlyidg the period in which this report is being preszh

b) Designed such internal control over finanoégdarting, or caused such internal control overrfaial reporting to be designed
under our supervision, to provide reasonable assareegarding the reliability of financial repodgiand the preparation of
financial statements for external purposes in ataace with generally accepted accounting principles

c) Evaluated the effectiveness of the registragtisslosure controls and procedures and presenttlsi report our conclusions
about the effectiveness of the disclosure contintsprocedures, as of the end of the period cougyeldis report based on such
evaluation; and

d) Disclosed in this report any change in thegtegnt's internal control over financial reportitigat occurred during the registrast’
most recent fiscal quarter (the registrant’s fodigbal quarter in the case of an annual repo#y) tlas materially affected, or is
reasonably likely to materially affect, the regasit's internal control over financial reporting;dan

5. The registrant’s other certifying officer antdve disclosed, based on our most recent evafuatimternal control over financial
reporting, to the registrant’s auditors and theitacmmmittee of the registrant’s board of direct(@spersons performing the
equivalent functions):

a) All significant deficiencies and material weaknes in the design or operation of internal cbotrer financial reporting which

are reasonably likely to adversely affect the riegig’s ability to record, process, summarize aqbrt financial information;
and

b) Any fraud, whether or not material, that invedvmanagement or other employees who have a s@mifiole in the registrant’s
internal control over financial reporting.

Date: Aug. 1, 2014

/s| TERESA S. MADDEN
Teresa S. Madden
Senior Vice President and Chief Financial Officer




Exhibit 32.01
OFFICER CERTIFICATION

CERTIFICATION PURSUANT TO
18 U.S.C. SECTION 1350,
AS ADOPTED PURSUANT TO
SECTION 906 OF THE SARBANES-OXLEY ACT OF 2002

In connection with the Quarterly Report of Xcel Emelnc. (Xcel Energy) on Form 10-Q for the quaeaded June 30, 2014 , as filed with
the SEC on the date hereof (Form 10-Q), each ofitigersigned officers of Xcel Energy certifies,quant to 18 U.S.C. Section 1350, as
adopted pursuant to Section 906 of the Sarbanesy@ydt of 2002, that, to such officer’'s knowledge:

(1) The Form 1GQ fully complies with the requirements of Sectid@(d) or 15(d) of the Securities Exchange Act of4;38¢

(2) The information contained in the Form 10-Qlfapresents, in all material respects, the finahcondition and results of operations of
Xcel Energy as of the dates and for the periodsesged in the Form 10-Q.

Date: Aug. 1, 2014

/s BENJAMIN G.S. FOWKE Il
Benjamin G.S. Fowke IlI
Chairman, President, Chief Executive Officer anceBtor

/sl TERESA S. MADDEN
Teresa S. Madden
Senior Vice President and Chief Financial Officer

The foregoing certification is being furnished $pleursuant to 18 U.S.C. Section 1350 and is notdofiled as part of the Report or as a
separate disclosure document.

A signed original of this written statement reqdit®y Section 906, or other document authenticatiegnowledging or otherwise adopting
signature that appears in typed form within thetetamic version of this written statement requibsdSection 906, has been provided to Xcel
Energy and will be retained by Xcel Energy and iisliad to the SEC or its staff upon request.
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Exhibit 99.01
XCEL ENERGY CAUTIONARY FACTORS

The Private Securities Litigation Reform Act prosda “safe harbor” for forward-looking statementgmncourage disclosures without the
threat of litigation, providing those statements igientified as forward-looking and are accompatbigdneaningful, cautionary statements
identifying important factors that could cause &lctual results to differ materially from those gaipd in the statement. Forward-looking
statements are made in written documents and oraéptations of Xcel Energy Inc. or any of its sdiasies. These statements are based on
management’s beliefs as well as assumptions andmaftion currently available to management. SocWdérd-looking statements are
intended to be identified in this document by tlerdg “anticipate,” “believe,” “estimate,” “expectiintend,” “may,” “objective,” “outlook,”
“plan,” “project,” “possible,” “potential,” “shoulfiand similar expressions. In addition to any aggtions and other factors referred to
specifically in connection with such forward-loolistatements, factors that could cause Xcel Engragtual results to differ materially from
those contemplated in any forward-looking stateméntlude, among others, the following:

” w ” w ” o ”

” o ” o

» Economic conditions, including inflation rates, netary fluctuations and their impact on capital exgirures

» The risk of a significant slowdown in growth or tiee in the U.S. economy, the risk of delay in gthwecovery in the U.S. econol
or the risk of increased cost for insurance prensisecurity and other items as a consequence bbpagure terrorist attacks;

e Trade, monetary, fiscal, taxation and environmgmiéicies of governments, agencies and similaanigations in geographic areas
where Xcel Energy has a financial interest;

e Customer business conditions, including demandHfeir products or services and supply of labat materials used in creating their
products and services;

» Financial or regulatory accounting principlespoficies imposed by the FASB, the SEC, the FER€Csamilar entities with
regulatory oversight;

« Availability or cost of capital such as changesiriterest rates; market perceptions of the utitigustry, Xcel Energy Inc. or any of
its subsidiaries; or security ratings;

» Factors affecting utility and nonutility operatoauch as unusual weather conditions; catastrepather-related damage;
unscheduled generation outages, maintenance argegpaanticipated changes to fossil fuel, nucfeat or natural gas supply costs
or availability due to higher demand, shortages)gportation problems or other developments; nucleanvironmental incidents;
cyber incidents; or electric transmission or ndtges pipeline constraints;

» Employee workforce factors, including loss ornetient of key executives, collective-bargainingeagnents with union employees,
or work stoppages;

* Increased competition in the utility industry od@tnal competition in the markets served by X€akrgy Inc. and its subsidiari

» State, federal and foreign legislative and reguiainitiatives that affect cost and investmentoregry, have an impact on rate
structures and affect the speed and degree to whbitipetition enters the electric and natural gakets; industry restructuring
initiatives; transmission system operation andtbmiistration initiatives; recovery of investmentade under traditional regulation;
nature of competitors entering the industry; retdibeling; a new pricing structure; and former oustrs entering the generation
market;

» Environmental laws and regulations, including $afion and regulations relating to climate charsgel the associated cost
of compliance;

» Rate-setting policies or procedures of regulatntjties, including environmental externalities,iethare values established by
regulators assigning environmental costs to eadhadeof electricity generation when evaluating gatien resource options;

* Nuclear regulatory policies and procedures, inclgdiperating regulations and spent nuclear fuehgt

e Social attitudes regarding the utility and powetustries

» Cost and other effects of legal and administrgtinazeedings, settlements, investigations and c}

« Technological developments that result in competitisadvantages and create the potential for inmasit of existing asse

* Risks associated with implementations of new teldgies; ani

e Other business or investment considerations tlagtlve disclosed from time to time in Xcel Energg.1s SEC filings, including
“Risk Factors” in Item 1A of Xcel Energy’s Form XOfor the year ended Dec. 31, 2013, or in othediplybdisseminated written
documents.

Xcel Energy undertakes no obligation to publiclyage or revise any forward-looking statements, tmyeas a result of new information,
future events or otherwise. The foregoing reviéfaotors should not be construed as exhaustive.
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