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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 prograemss®

Depreciation and amortization
Taxes (other than income taxes)

Total operating expenses

Operating income

Other (expense) income, net
Equity earnings of unconsolidated subsidiaries

Allowance for funds used during construction — égui

Interest charges and financing costs

Interest charges — includes other financing cofts o
$6,020, $6,010, $24,058 and $18,126, respectively

Allowance for funds used during construction — debt

Total interest charges and financing costs

Income from continuing operations before income tags
Income taxes

Income from continuing operations

Income (loss) from discontinued operations, neagf

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 Sept. 30

Nine Months Ended Sept. 30

2013 2012 2013 2012

$ 259992 $ 253270 6,911,99: 6,506,32!
205,35¢ 174,51 1,216,27. 1,016,86

17,05t 17,11¢ 55,82; 53,90:

2,822,33 2,724,34 8,184,101 7,577,08
1,097,94. 1,006,83! 3,034,03 2,725,18:

74,84; 49,73¢ 702,98° 557,44

7,54( 7,251 23,83: 20,49¢

575,30! 531,48 1,667,09: 1,576,17;

67,81: 68,92( 192,28 191,24

228,49 239,05 721,13 694,36:

105,28 100,63 320,76! 305,89;
2,157,22! 2,003,90 6,662,12 6,070,80.
665,11 720,43 1,521,97. 1,506,28

(404) 48¢ 3,931 4,95:

7,27¢ 7,49( 22,37¢ 22,15(

21,28¢ 15,86( 63,14" 44,50«

144,75 153,71 431,19 457,47(
(9,379 (10,439 (28,45) (24,729

135,38 143,28 402,74t 432,74

557,88! 600,99: 1,208,68; 1,145,15:

193,34¢ 202,84! 410,67 380,16:

364,53 398,14° 798,00t 764,99:

21€ (41) 17¢ 68

$ 364,75. $ 398,10t 798,17 765,05¢
498,14 488,08 495,25 487,72

498,64 488 57t 495,76" 488,19t

$ 0.7: % 0.82 1.61 1.57
0.7¢ 0.81 1.61 1.57

$ 026 $ 0.27 0.82 0.8¢

See Notes to Consolidated Financial Statements
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Net income

Other comprehensive income (loss)

Pension and retiree medical benefits:

XCEL ENERGY INC. AND SUBSIDIARIES

(amounts in thousands)

Three Months Ended Sept. 30

CONSOLIDATED STATEMENTS OF COMPREHENSIVE INCOME (UN AUDITED)

Nine Months Ended Sept. 30

Amortization of losses included in net periodic &f#ncost,
net of tax of $686, $636, $3,918 and $1,905, reamy 1,17¢

Derivative instruments:

Net fair value increase (decrease), net of taxidf $(5,913),

$(2) and $(12,586), respectively

Reclassification of losses to net income, net wiofa

$266, $296, $2,145 and $610, respectively

Marketable securities:

Net fair value increase (decrease), net of tax of
$73, $(30), $56 and $89, respectively

Other comprehensive income (loss)

Comprehensive income

2013 2012 2013 2012
$ 36475, $ 398100 $  79817¢ $  765,05¢
911 1,67t 2,73¢
22 (8,859 ) (19,189
53¢ 39z 92¢ 75€
561 (8,46() 91¢ (18,43)
115 (45) 79 12¢
1,85¢ (7,599 2,67¢ (15,569
$ 36660 $  39051: $ 800,85 $  749,49%

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

Nine Months Ended Sept. 30

2013 2012
Operating activities
Net income $ 798,17¢ % 765,05¢
Remove income from discontinued operations (279) (68)
Adjustments to reconcile net income to cash praviole operating activities:
Depreciation and amortization 740,62: 707,63(
Conservation and demand side management prograimtization 5,02¢ 5,511
Nuclear fuel amortization 76,44 79,17:
Deferred income taxes 409,66: 440,41
Amortization of investment tax credits (4,979 (4,65€)
Allowance for equity funds used during construction (63,147 (44,50¢)
Equity earnings of unconsolidated subsidiaries (22,379 (22,15()
Dividends from unconsolidated subsidiaries 27,50¢ 24,92:
Share-based compensation expense 28,36: 20,88t¢
Net realized and unrealized hedging and derivatamsactions (12,017 (90,127
Changes in operating assets and liabilities:
Accounts receivable (108,489 (125,80
Accrued unbilled revenues 87,65: 166,85
Inventories (69,919 55,51
Other current assets 6,06( (30,289
Accounts payable (3,297) (118,276
Net regulatory assets and liabilities 100,64t 1,84¢
Other current liabilities 129,98 (35,287)
Pension and other employee benefit obligations (159,59) (181,28)
Change in other noncurrent assets 26,71( (38,790
Change in other noncurrent liabilities 10,03: (4,669
Net cash provided by operating activities 2,002,90: 1,571,92.
Investing activities
Utility capital/construction expenditures (2,454,19) (1,805,84)
Proceeds from insurance recoveries 90,00( 56,89:
Allowance for equity funds used during construction 63,14° 44,50¢
Purchases of investments in external decommisgjdnimd (1,177,39) (501,009
Proceeds from the sale of investments in exter@abihmissioning fund 1,172,59 501,00¢
Investment in WYCO Development LLC (3,419 (779
Change in restricted cash — 95,28
Other, net (1,529 34z
Net cash used in investing activities (2,310,79) (1,609,591
Financing activities
(Repayments of) proceeds from short-term borrowings (300,00() 85,00(
Proceeds from issuance of long-term debt 1,434,98! 1,691,32;
Repayments of long-term debt, including reacquaisipremiums (654,869 (653,53)
Proceeds from issuance of common stock 229,42( 5,87¢
Repurchase of common stock — (18,529

Purchase of common stock for settlement of equitgrds — (23,307



Dividends paid (382,149 (362,56

Net cash provided by financing activities 327,39 724,26:
Net change in cash and cash equivalents 19,51 686,58¢
Cash and cash equivalents at beginning of period 82,32: 60,68
Cash and cash equivalents at end of period $ 101,83 $ 747,27:

Supplemental disclosure of cash flow information:

Cash paid for interest (net of amounts capitalized) $ (411,130 $ (436,29¢)

Cash received (paid) for income taxes, net 16,85: (6,25%)
Supplemental disclosure of non-cash investing arah€ing transactions:

Property, plant and equipment additions in accopaygble $ 299,20¢ $ 229,84

Issuance of common stock for reinvested dividemadis4D1(k) plans 54,96 51,35(

See Notes to Consolidated Financial Statements
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Assets

Current assets
Cash and cash equivalents
Accounts receivable, net
Accrued unbilled revenues
Inventories
Regulatory assets
Derivative instruments
Deferred income taxes
Prepayments and other

Total current assets

Property, plant and equipment, net

Other assets

XCEL ENERGY INC. AND SUBSIDIARIES
CONSOLIDATED BALANCE SHEETS (UNAUDITED)
(amounts in thousands, except share and per shaed d

Nuclear decommissioning fund and other investments

Regulatory assets
Derivative instruments
Other

Total other assets

Total assets

Liabilities and Equity
Current liabilities
Current portion of long-term debt
Short-term debt
Accounts payable
Regulatory liabilities
Taxes accrued
Accrued interest
Dividends payable
Derivative instruments
Other
Total current liabilities

Deferred credits and other liabilities
Deferred income taxes
Deferred investment tax credits
Regulatory liabilities
Asset retirement obligations
Derivative instruments
Customer advances
Pension and employee benefit obligations
Other
Total deferred credits and other liabilities

Commitments and contingencies

Capitalizatior

Sept. 30, 2013 Dec. 31, 2012
101,83« 82,320
786,87: 718,04t
575,71: 663,36:
604,62t 535,57-
396,27: 352,97

92,68" 69,01:
325,97: 32,52¢
236,76 171,31!

3,120,74. 2,625,13!
25,342,57 23,809,34
1,679,98 1,617,86!
2,709,28: 2,762,02!

95,89« 126,29

178,16¢ 200,00t
4,663,33: 4,706,19
33,126,65 31,140,68
280,53t 258,15!
302,00( 602,00(
965,57: 959,009:
208,94: 168,85¢
335,84t 334,44:
134,61: 162,49:
139,33¢ 131,74t

26,72¢ 32,48:
445,48t 287,80:

2,839,06 2,937,07.
5,186,94- 4,434,90!
79,60¢ 82,76
1,052,72 1,059,93
1,785,31 1,719,791
217,02 242,86t
266,67t 252,88t
998,21 1,163,26!
239,51¢ 229,20°
9,826,03: 9,185,63.




Long-term debt

Common stock — 1,000,000,000 shares authorize@.60%par value; 497,625,709 and
487,959,516 shares outstanding at Sept. 30, 201 ®ac. 31, 2012, 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

6

10,914,27 10,143,90
1,244,06. 1,219,89:
5,615,711 5,353,01!
2,797,48 2,413,81

(109,98 (112,65
9,547,281 8,874,07
33,126,65 $ 31,140,68
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CONSOLIDATED STATEMENTS OF COMMON STOCKHOLDERS' EQU ITY (UNAUDITED)

Three Months Ended Sept. 30, 2013 and

2012
Balance at June 30, 2012
Net income
Other comprehensive loss
Dividends declared:
Common stock
Issuances of common stock
Share-based compensation
Balance at Sept. 30, 2012

Balance at June 30, 2013

Net income

Other comprehensive income
Dividends declared:

Common stock

Issuances of common stock
Share-based compensation
Balance at Sept. 30, 2013

XCEL ENERGY INC. AND SUBSIDIARIES

(amounts in thousands)

Common Stock Issued

Accumulated Total

Other Common

Additional Paid Retained Comprehensive Stockholders’

Shares Par Value In Capital Earnings Loss Equity
487,28t 1,218,21. $ 5,316,651 $ 2,140,63! (102,000 $ 8,573,50!
398,10t 398,10t
(7,599 (7,599
(132,729 (132,729
327 81¢ 8,67¢ 9,497
9,37¢ 9,37¢
487,611 1,219,03. $ 5334,71 % 2,406,011 (109,600 $ 8,850,16:
497,29t 1,243,223 $ 5595900 $ 2,572,93! (111,83) $ 9,300,24!
364,75: 364,75:
1,85¢ 1,85¢
(140,20)) (140,20))
33C 82t 8,96¢ 9,791
10,84+ 10,84+
497,62t 1,244,060 $ 5,615,711  $ 2,797,481 (209,98() $ 9,547,28!

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

CONSOLIDATED STATEMENTS OF COMMON STOCKHOLDERS' EQU ITY (UNAUDITED)

Nine Months Ended Sept. 30, 2013 and

2012
Balance at Dec. 31, 2011
Net income
Other comprehensive loss
Dividends declared:
Common stock
Issuances of common stock

Repurchase of common stock

Purchase of common stock for
settlement of equity awards

Share-based compensation
Balance at Sept. 30, 2012

Balance at Dec. 31, 2012

Net income

Other comprehensive income
Dividends declared:

Common stock

Issuances of common stock
Share-based compensation
Balance at Sept. 30, 2013

(amounts in thousands)

Common Stock Issued

Accumulated Total

Other Common

Additional Paid Retained Comprehensive Stockholders’

Shares Par Value In Capital Earnings Loss Equity
486,49: $ 1,216,23. $ 5,327,44. $ 2,032,55! (94,03 $ 8,482,19
765,05¢ 765,05¢
(15,565 (15,56%
(391,599 (391,599
1,81¢ 4,54¢ 19,44¢ 23,99°
(700 (1,750 (16,779 (18,529
(23,307 (23,307
27,90¢ 27,90¢
487,61 $ 1,219,03 $ 5334,71 $ 2,406,01i (109,600 $ 8,850,16:
487,96( $ 1,219,89 $ 5,353,01! $ 2,413,811 (112,65) $ 8,874,07
798,17¢ 798,17¢
2,67¢ 2,67¢
(414,509 (414,509
9,66¢ 24,16¢ 228,75: 252,91¢
33,95( 33,95(
497,62t $ 1,244,060 $ 5,615,711 $ 2,797,48i (109,98) $ 9,547,28

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 contaiadjlistments 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 Sept. 3032hd Dec. 31, 2012; the results of its operatimtéuding the components of net income
and comprehensive income, and changes in stockisoluity for the three and nine months ended.Spt2013 and 2012; and its cash
flows for the nine months ended Sept. 30, 20132011®. All adjustments are of a normal, recurriatune, except as otherwise

disclosed. Management has also evaluated the tropawents occurring after Sept. 30, 2013 up &dhte of issuance of these consolidated
financial statements. These statements contaireaétssary adjustments and disclosures resulting tihat evaluation.The Dec. 31, 2012
balance sheet information has been derived fronatitted 2012 consolidated financial statementsided in the Xcel Energy Inc. Annual
Report on Form 10-K for the year ended Dec. 312200hese notes to the consolidated financial staites have been prepared pursuant to
the rules and regulations of the SEC for QuartRdports on Form 10-Q. Certain information and mi¢elosures normally included in
financial statements prepared in accordance witABAn an annual basis have been condensed or drpittsuant to such rules and
regulations. For further information, refer to tensolidated financial statements and notes theiretluded in the Xcel Energy Inc. Annual
Report on Form 10-K for the year ended Dec. 3122€kd with the SEC on Feb. 22, 2013. Due togbasonality of Xcel Energy’s electric
and natural gas sales, interim results are notssecdy an appropriate base from which to projeciual results.

1. Summary of Significant Accounting Policie

The significant accounting policies set forth intdld to the consolidated financial statements énxbel Energy Inc. Annual Report on Form
10-K for the year ended Dec. 31, 2012, appropgatgbresent, in all material respects, the curséatus of accounting policies and are
incorporated herein by reference.

2. Accounting Pronouncement
Recently Adopte!

Balance Sheet Offsettin— In December 2011, the Financial Accounting Stadsl®oard (FASB) issudBalance Sheet (Topic 210) —
Disclosures about Offsetting Assets and Liabiliflscounting Standards Update (ASU) No. z-11), which requires disclosures regarding
netting arrangements in agreements underlying aévies, certain financial instruments and relateithteral amounts, and the extent to wt
an entity’s financial statement presentation pelaielated to netting arrangements impact amoentsded to the financial statements. In
January 2013, the FASB issuBdlance Sheet (Topic 210) — Clarifying the ScopBistlosures about Offsetting Assets and Liabdi{iaSU
No. 201:-01)to clarify the specific instruments that shoulddoasidered in these disclosures. These disclosgrérements do not affect the
presentation of amounts in the consolidated balaheets, and were effective for annual reportingpde beginning on or after Jan. 1, 2013,
and interim periods within those annual reportiegqds. Xcel Energy implemented the disclosurelguce effective Jan. 1, 2013, and the
implementation did not have a material impact srcansolidated financial statements. See Note théorequired disclosures.

Comprehensive Income Disclosures In February 2013, the FASB issu€dmprehensive Income (Topic 220) — Reporting ofulso
Reclassified Out of Accumulated Other Comprehenss@me (ASU No. 20-02), which requires detailed disclosures regarding chauig
components of accumulated other comprehensive ia@m amounts reclassified out of accumulated athmprehensive income. These
disclosure requirements do not change how net ircmntomprehensive income are presented in theotidated financial statements. These
disclosure requirements were effective for annepbrting periods beginning on or after Dec. 15,2@hd interim periods within those
annual reporting periods. Xcel Energy implemerteddisclosure guidance effective Jan. 1, 2013 th@dmnplementation did not have a
material impact on its consolidated financial stzgats. See Note 13 for the required disclosures.
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3. Selected Balance Sheet De

(Thousands of Dollars) Sept. 30, 2013 Dec. 31, 2012
Accounts receivable, net
Accounts receivable $ 838,27, $ 769,44(
Less allowance for bad debts (51,39) (51,399
$ 786,87: % 718,04t
(Thousands of Dollars) Sept. 30, 2013 Dec. 31, 2012
Inventories
Materials and supplies $ 228,30 $ 213,73¢
Fuel 201,72¢ 189,42!
Natural gas 174,59t 132,41(
$ 604,62( $ 535,57-
(Thousands of Dollars) Sept. 30, 2013 Dec. 31, 2012
Property, plant and equipment, net
Electric plant $ 29,550,87 % 28,285,03
Natural gas plant 3,942,18 3,836,33!
Common and other property 1,467,81. 1,480,55!
Plant to be retire® 115,75: 152,73(
Construction work in progress 2,391,78: 1,757,18!
Total property, plant and equipment 37,468,40 35,511,84
Less accumulated depreciation (12,462,71) (12,048,69)
Nuclear fuel 2,157,94i 2,090,80:
Less accumulated amortization (1,821,04)) (1,744,59)

$ 25,342,557 $ 23,809,34

@ In 2010, in response to the Clean Air Clean JoltsS(BACJA), the Colorado Public Utilities Commissi@@PUC) approved the early retirement of Cherokeisll, 2 and
3, Arapahoe Unit 3 and Valmont Unit 5 between 284d 2017. In 2011, Cherokee Unit 2 was retirediar2®12, Cherokee Unit 1 was retired. Amountspaesented net
of accumulated depreciation.

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¢.2012 appropriately represent, in all mateeapects, the current status of other
income tax matters, and are incorporated hereiretgyence.

Federal Audit — Xcel Energy files a consolidated federal incomer&turn. The statute of limitations applicablexizel Energy’s 2008
federal income tax return expired in September 200 statute of limitations applicable to Xcelegy’s 2009 federal income tax return
expires in June 2015. In the third quarter of 2@ Internal Revenue Service (IRS) commencedkammation of tax years 2010 and
2011 . As of Sept. 30, 2013, the IRS had not pegdany material adjustments to tax years 201@amhd.

10
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State Auditc — Xcel Energy files consolidated state tax returrseblzon income in its major operating jurisdictioh€olorado, Minnesot:
Texas, and Wisconsin, and various other state ieebased tax returns. As of Sept. 30, 2013, Xcel@gris earliest open tax years that are
subject to examination by state taxing authoritieiss major operating jurisdictions were as follw

State Year

Colorado 2006
Minnesota 2009
Texas 2009
Wisconsin 2009

In the fourth quarter of 2012, the state of Coloradmmenced an examination of tax years 2006 thr@0§9 . In the first quarter of 2013,
the state of Wisconsin commenced an examinatidaxojears 2009 through 2011 . As of Sept. 30, 26d3naterial adjustments had been
proposed for either of these audits. There aresntly no other 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, threecognized tax benefit balance includes tempdearyositions for which the ultimate
deductibility is highly certain but for which thei®uncertainty about the timing of such dedudtiil A change in the period of deductibility
would not affect the ETR but would accelerate thgrmpent of cash to the taxing authority to an eapéeriod.

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

(Millions of Dollars) Sept. 30, 2013 Dec. 31, 2012

Unrecognized tax benefit — Permanent tax positions $ 8¢ $ 4.7

Unrecognized tax benefit — Temporary tax positions 32.4 29.¢
Total unrecognized tax benefit $ 412 % 34.t

The unrecognized tax benefit amounts were redugebebtax benefits associated with net operatisg (NOL) and tax credit
carryforwards. The amounts of tax benefits assedievith NOL and tax credit carryforwards are difes:

(Millions of Dollars) Sept. 30, 2013 Dec. 31, 2012
NOL and tax credit carryforwards $ (40.1) $ (33.9)

It is reasonably possible that Xcel Energy’s amaifntnrecognized tax benefits could significanthange in the next 12 months as the IRS
and state audits progress. As the IRS examinatioves closer to completion, it is reasonably pdsghmt the amount of unrecognized tax
benefit could decrease up to approximately $35anill

The payable for interest related to unrecognizgdemefits is partially offset by the interest biétreessociated with NOL and tax credit
carryforwards. The payables for interest relatedrirecognized tax benefits at Sept. 30, 2013 add B, 2012 were not material. No
amounts were accrued for penalties related to ogrézed tax benefits as of Sept. 30, 2013 or D&c2612.

Tangible Property Regulations— In September 2013, the U.S. Treasury issued fegllations addressing the tax consequences atsici
with the acquisition, production and improvementasfgible property. As Xcel Energy had adoptedaientility-specific guidance previous
issued by the IRS, the issuance is not expectbdue a material impact on its consolidated findrst@ements.

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 [34¢.2012 and in Note 5 to Xcel Energy Inc.’s QuédytReports on Form 10-Q for the

quarter periods ended March 31, 2013 and June(3@, 2ppropriately represent, in all material retfethe current status of other rate
matters, and are incorporated herein by reference.

11
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NSP-Minnesota
Recently Concluded Regulatory Proceedir— Minnesota Public Utilities Commission (MPUC)

NSP-Minnesota — Minnesota 2013 Electric Rate Case- In November 2012, NSP-Minnesota filed a requesh wie MPUC for an
increase in annual revenues of approximately $2#ifom, or 10.7 percent. The rate filing was édon a 2013 forecast test year (FTY), a
requested return on equity (ROE) of 10.6 percentaverage electric rate base of approximately $8i8n and an equity ratio of 52.56
percent . In January 2013, interim rates of apipnately $251 million became effective, subjecteund.

NSF-Minnesota subsequently revised the requested arenenue increase to approximately $209 million 7.8 percent , based on an ROE
of 10.6 percent , a rate base of approximately B8li8n an equity ratio of 52.56 percent . Theeaue requirement reflected a requested
deficiency of $259 million combined with $50 millicf rate mitigation through deferral mechanisms.

On Sept. 3, 2013, the MPUC issued an order appgavirate increase of approximately $103 million 3@ percent , based on a 9.83 percent
ROE and 52.56 percent equity ratio. In additioe, MiPUC authorized approximately $20 million in dedds, as well as a $24 million
reduction in revenue and depreciation expense.

The table below reconciles NSP-Minnesota’s origieguest to the final MPUC order:

Administrative Law

NSP-Minnesota Judge (ALJ)

(Millions of Dollars) Request Recommendation MPUC Order
NSP-Minnesota original request $ 28t % 28t % 28t
ROE — (43) (43
Sherco Unit 3 (35) (38) (34
Reduced recovery for nuclear plants (12) ()] (15)
Incentive compensation 3 4 4
Sales forecast (D] (26) (26)
Pension (10 (13 (13
Employee benefits 4 (6) (6)
Black Dog remediation (5) 5) 5)
Estimated impact of the theoretical depreciaticreree — — (24
NSP-Wisconsin wholesale allocation @) @) @)
Other, net — 2 (5)

Recommended rate increase 20¢ 127 10z
Estimated impact of cost deferrals 50 34 20
Estimated impact of the theoretical depreciaticeree — — 24

Impact on pre-tax income $ 25¢  § 161 $ 147

NSF-Minnesota filed its final rate implementation antkerim rate refund compliance filing on Sept. 2013, requesting final rates be
implemented Dec. 1, 2013, with interim rate refunflapproximately $132.2 millionincluding interest, to begin by January 2014. Ofice
of the Attorney General requested the MPUC to rsittam its Sept. 3, 2013 order with respect to tileutation of AFUDC. NSP-Minnesota
has filed a response opposing the motion. Bothstara pending MPUC action.

In the third quarter of 2013, NSP-Minnesota inceebthe reserve for revenue subject to refund byriiibn , and also recorded a reduction
to depreciation expense and other operating expénghe same amount, to implement the cost défancdepreciation requirements of the
final MPUC order. Adjustments to the reserve inttiied quarter of 2013 related to revenue recoghinghe first and second quarters of 2
were not material.
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NSP-Minnesota Nuclear Project Prudence Investigatien In the NSP-Minnesota 2013 Minnesota electric caige final order, the MPUC
initiated an investigation to determine whetherdbsts in excess of those included in the Certiicd Need (CON) for NSP-Minnesota’s
Monticello life cycle management (LCM)/extended mowprate (EPU) project were prudently incurredObtober 2013, NSP-Minnesota
filed a summary report and witness testimony tehierr support the change in and prudence of theariedwosts. 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-Msata’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. In September 2013, thesady Committee to the NRC on Reactor Safety renemded approval of the EF
license. The EPU license is expected to be grantdtie end of 2013 and the complementary MELLA Rlet license is anticipated to be
received in March 2014. NSP-Minnesota has providémmation that the cost deviation is in line wiimilar upgrade projects undertaken
and the project remains economically beneficiaustomers. The results and any recommendationstfreraonclusion of this prudence
proceeding are expected to be considered by the®IRWSP-Minnesota’s 2014 Minnesota electric rasec

Pending Regulatory Proceedinc— North Dakota Public Service Commission (NDPSC)

NSP-Minnesota — North Dakota 2013 Electric Rate Caseln December 2012, NSP-Minnesota filed a requétst the NDPSC to increase
annual retail electric rates approximately $16.8iom , or 9.25 percent . The rate filing is baseda 2013 FTY, a requested ROE of 10.6
percent , an electric rate base of approximateR7dmillion and an equity ratio of 52.56 percent.January 2013, the NDPSC approved an
interim electric increase of $14.7 million , effeet Feb. 16, 2013, subject to refund. In June 2005R-Minnesota revised its rate increase to
$16 million , reflecting updated information.

On Aug. 12, 2013, NSP-Minnesota filed rebuttaliteshy revising the requested increase in retadtelerates to approximately $14.9
million , based on a revised ROE of 10.25 percedtiacorporating the updated information from Jané3.

On Aug. 22, 2013, NDPSC Staff filed supplementatiteony revising their recommendation by removingpaitive adjustment for federal
taxes and adjusting depreciation to reflect loragset lives. In total, the NDPSC Staff's filed piasi was modified to a $10 million rate
reduction. The recommendation reflects a 9.0 peREE.

Primary revenue requirement adjustments include:

NSP-Minnesota NDPSC Position
(Millions of Dollars) Rebuttal Testimony as Supplemented
NSP-Minnesota revised request $ 16.C $ 16.C
Use of a one month coincident peak demand allod¢atarertain rate base and operation expenses — (20.9
ROE (1.2 (5.2)
Incentive compensation — (0.9
Adjustment for various O&M expenses — (0.7)
Modified cost of capital and increased capital gtite to 53.42 percent 0.1 1.2
Depreciation/remaining life study — 1.1
Other, net — 0.¢
Recommended rate increase (decrease) $ 14 $ (10.0

Evidentiary hearings were conducted in late Au@@dt3. A final NDPSC decision on the case is anditgg in the fourth quarter of 2013 or
the first quarter of 2014.
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Recently Concluded Regulatory Proceedir— South Dakota Public Utilities Commission (SDPUC)

NSP-Minnesota — South Dakota 2012 Electric Rate Caseln March 2013, NSP-Minnesota and the SDPUC 3&afthed a settlement
agreement that provides for a base rate increaappbximately $11.6 million and the implementatafra new rider. On Oct. 1, 2013, NSP-
Minnesota filed its compliance report consisterttvtie settlement to recover the revenue requireorethe specific major capital additions
and incremental property tax resulting in recovar$8.7 million for 2014,

NSP-Wisconsin

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

NSP-Wisconsin — Wisconsin 2014 Electric and Gas Ra&s€ — On May 31, 2013, NSP-Wisconsin filed a request wWithPSCW to
increase rates for electric and natural gas seeffeetive Jan. 1, 2014. NSP-Wisconsin requesteavarall increase in annual electric rates of

$40.0 million , or 6.5 percent , and an increaseatural gas rates of $4.7 million , or 3.8 percent

The rate filing is based on a 2014 FTY, an ROEG#f percent , an equity ratio of 52.5 percent afatecasted average net investment rate
base of approximately $895.3 million for the elecutility and $89.8 million for the natural gaslity.

On Oct. 4, 2013, the PSCW Staff filed their dirssttimony and recommended an electric rate increa$23.8 million , or 3.8 percent , and a
natural gas rate decrease of $1.1 million , op@@ent . PSCW Staff's recommendations were basedl®.2 percent ROE and a 52.5
percent equity ratio.

The most significant adjustments proposed by theW Sstaff are shown in the table below:

Electric Natural Gas

Staff Testimony Staff Testimony
(Millions of Dollars) October 2013 October 2013
Rate request $ 40.C $ 4.7
Electric fuel and purchased power (5. —
Sales forecast (4.9 —
Incentive compensation and merit pay (3.0 (0.6)
ROE (2.6 (0.2)
Conservation funding transfer 0.7 (0.7)
Depreciation expense (0.7) 1.3
Ashland site amortization expense — (2.3
Other, net (2.7) (0.7)
Recommended rate increase (decrease) $ 23¢ $ 1.9

The majority of the adjustment to electric fuel gnadchased power is the result of the PSCW Stpffiposal to discontinue using the New
York Mercantile Exchange (NYMEX) futures pricesaabasis for setting the fuel price forecast antked using a discounted percentage of
the NYMEX futures prices. PSCW Staff's sales fost@aljustment is based on the assumption thatritwegssales growth trend from 2010
through 2012, primarily in the large commerciallisttial sector, will continue through 2013 and 2044ile NSP-Wisconsirs forecast shov
moderating growth.

On Oct. 18, 2013, NSP-Wisconsin filed rebuttaliteshy, revising the requested electric rate ina¢as$34.0 million and natural gas rate
increase to zero , based on a 10.4 percent ROBthndadjustments.

Next steps in the procedural schedule are as fell
*  Surrebuttal testimonyQct. 28, 201:
* Hearing Oct. 30, 201:

* [|nitial brief -Nov. 13, 2013; ar
* Reply brief Nov. 20, 201z

A PSCW decision is anticipated in December 2018, fimal rates going into effect in January 2014.
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PSCo
Pending and Recently Concluded Regulatory Procegdi— CPUC

PSCo- Colorado 2013 Gas Rate Case In December 2012, PSCo filed a multi-year requést the CPUC to increase Colorado retalil
natural gas rates by $48.5 million in 2013 withseduent step increases of $9.9 million in 2014%&#11 million in 2015. The request is
based on a 2013 FTY, a 10.5 percent ROE, a ratediakl.3 billion and an equity ratio of 56 percerRSCo is requesting an extension of its
Pipeline System Integrity Adjustment (PSIA) rideechanism to collect the costs associated withifislipe integrity efforts, including
accelerated system renewal projects. PSCo essrtfeethe PSIA will increase by $26.8 million id12 with a subsequent step increase of
$24.7 million in 2015 in addition to the proposédthnges in base rate revenue. In conjunction Wihiulti-year base rate step increases,
PSCo is proposing a stayit provision and an earnings test through theaér15 with a commitment to file a rate case tplement revise
rates on Jan. 1, 2016. Interim rates, subjectftmog went into effect in August 2013.

In April 2013, fourparties filed answer testimony in the natural gesec The CPUC Staff recommended an incrementalrieasnue decree
of $1.1 million , based on a historic test year ¥i;Tan ROE of 9 percent and an equity ratio of B&cpnt . The Office of Consumer Counsel
(OCC) recommended an incremental base revenueased $15.4 million based on an HTY, an ROE oé&ent and equity ratio of 51.03
percent and other adjustments. The recommendeshiental base revenues are inclusive of proposages to the level of integrity
management costs moved from the PSIA rider to tmtes.

In April 2013, PSCo filed rebuttal testimony andised its requested annual rate increase to $4dliBmfor 2013, with subsequent step
increases of $9.0 million for 2014 and $10.9 millfor 2015, based on an ROE of 10.3 percent . fHugested increase includes amounts to
be transferred from the PSIA rider mechanism. Téfeciibncy, based on an FTY, was $30.6 million .

In October 2013, the ALJ issued her recommendafismpart of this decision, she recommended theotiae HTY, an ROE of 9.72 percent
and an equity ratio of 56 percent . The ALJ alsmnemended to reject PSCo’s proposed changes ®Sh% instead leaving the current rider
in effect and suggested that changes be presentedaparate application. The recommended incraease revenue increase was
approximately $15.0 million .

The following table summarizes the CPUC Staff, G&fd ALJ's recommendations:

(Millions of Dollars) CPUC staff ocCcC ALJ
PSCo deficiency based on a FTY $ 4¢ $ 4¢3 44
Move to HTY (1.6 (1.6 (1.6
ROE and capital structure adjustments (20.9) (20.0 (7.7)
Move to a 13 month average from year end rate base (5.7) (3.2 3.9
Remove pension asset (5.9 — —
Reduce pension expense net of corrections (1.6) — —
Remove incentive compensation (3.5 (0.2 (0.2
Challenge known and measurable — (9.0 —
Eliminate depreciation annualization — (1.8 —
Revenue adjustments (4.2 (1.9 (1.9
Resulting tax impacts 1.t 4.7 (0.2
Other adjustments (4.2 3.1 (1.2
Remove PSIA from base rates (14.2) (14.2) —
Recommendation $ (5.9 $ 1.2 % 29.2
Neutralize PSIA - base rate transfer 14.2 14.2 14.2)
Incremental base revenue $ (1) % 154 $ 15.C

Exceptions and corresponding responses are duefteth in November 2013 and a CPUC decision iseetgr in December 2013.
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PSCo- Colorado 2013 Steam Rate Case In December 2012, PSCo filed a request to incr€aderado retail steam rates by $1.6 million
in 2013 with subsequent step increases of $0.9omilh 2014 and $2.3 million in 2015. The requediased on a 2013 FTY, a 10.5 percent
ROE, a rate base of $21 million for steam and aritggatio of 56 percent .

In October 2013, PSCo, the CPUC Staff, the OCCGuldrado Energy Consumers representing the Buigddgners Management
Association filed a comprehensive settlement whiiei the outcome of the steam rate case to kegsdsube decided in the natural gas rate
case, including ROE and capital structure and altive filed rates to be effective on Jan. 1, 2@8ubject to refund for 60 days, resulting in a
minimum 2014 annual rate increase of $1.2 millidie settlement withdraws the rate relief reques2015 pending the outcome of the
certificate of public convenience and necessityG@Pproceeding for the construction of the Sun &albteam Center. A decision on the
settlement is expected at the end of 2013.

PSCo- Annual Electric Earnings Test— An earnings sharing mechanism is used to apmgpactive electric rate adjustments for earnings
in the prior year over PSCo’s authorized ROE tho&sbf 10 percent . In June 2013, PSCo entereddrdomprehensive settlement of issues
with all parties associated with the 2012 earniegs resulting in a refund obligation of approxteta $8.2 million to be refunded through
June 2014. As of Sept. 30, 2013, PSCo has alsgmem management’s best estimate of an accru#ihéo2013 test year.

PSCo- Production Formula Rate ROE Complaint- On Aug. 30, 2013, PSCo’s wholesale productioriarusrs filed a complaint with the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC), agdested it reduce the stated ROESs ranging from dé€rdent through 10.4 percent to
9.04 percent in the PSCo power sales formula ratieich could reduce revenues approximately $2 amllper year prospectively. The matter
is currently pending the FERC's action.

Renewable Energy Credit (REC) Sharir— In May 2011, the CPUC determined that marginisigaon stand-alone REC transactions would
be shared 20 percent to PSCo and 80 percent toncet and ultimately becoming 10 percent to PSGCd®8npercent to customers by

2014. The CPUC also approved a change to thertesditof hybrid REC trading margins (RECs that anedbed with energy) that allows the
customers’ share of the margins to be netted agiesenewable energy standard adjustment (RES#f)latory asset balance.

In March 2012, the CPUC approved an annual matwniisg on the first $20 million of margins on hybREC trades of 80 percent to the
customers and 20 percent to PSCo. Margins in exafethe $20 million are to be shared 90 percethéocustomers and 10 percent to
PSCo. The CPUC authorized PSCo to return to cus®omspent carbon offset funds by crediting th&REegulatory asset balance. For
three months ended Sept. 30, 2013 and 2012, P®@iext the RESA regulatory asset balance $6.1anilind $6.2 million ,

respectively. The cumulative credit to the RES@ulatory asset balance was $99.4 million and $88lBn at Sept. 30, 2013 and Dec. 31,
2012, respectively. The credits include the cust@mshare of REC trading margins and the custorsbese of carbon offset funds.

This sharing mechanism will be effective througii£20The CPUC is then expecting to review the fraprvand evidence regarding actual
deliveries before determining to continue the sttarnechanism.

Electric Commaodity Adjustment (ECA) / RESA Adjustmte— In July 2013, PSCo advised the CPUC that it hadivertently allocated
purchased power expense between the deferred asdouthe ECA and the RESA from 2010 to 2012.daeo to be in compliance with a
series of CPUC orders, PSCo proposed to transfer fhe RESA deferred account to the ECA deferredatt approximately $26.2 million
and to amortize the recovery of this amount ovemb2ths. The transfer, if approved, would mainlpéaut the timing of recovery. In
addition, interest of $2.6 million was accrued be amount related to the RESA. The PSCo applicati@mange the ECA tariff to address
this issue has been set for hearing in Decembed Bthe CPUC.

ECA Prudence Revie— In September 2013, the CPUC Staff requestediiea?012 annual ECA prudence review be set forihgafrhe
prudence review, as determined by the ALJ, wilinanily consider if replacement power costs durimg dutage of jointly owned facilities
were properly allocated between wholesale andl @tatomers. A hearing is expected in January 2014.

2012 PSIA Report— In April 2013, PSCo filed its 2012 PSIA reporhédf OCC and CPUC Staff requested the CPUC set tttemhar

hearing to review in detail the information prowidéncluding a review of the prudence of expendisun 2012, and to develop standards for
future filings. The CPUC approved the request dp 10, 2013 and assigned the matter to an ALJ.
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Next steps in the procedural schedule are as fell

» Direct testimony Nov. 5, 2013

* Intervenor testimonyJdan. 7, 201:

* Rebuttal testimonyFeb. 6, 201«

e Evidentiary hearing - March 3March 7, 201«
+ Initial brief - March 28, 2014, ar

* Reply brief -April 11, 2014

SPS
Recently Concluded Regulatory Proceedir— Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT)

SPS- Texas 2012 Electric Rate Case In November 2012, SPS filed an electric rate gadeexas with the PUCT for an increase in annual
revenue of approximately $90.2 million . The riliag is based on a historic twelveonth test year ended June 30, 2012 (adjustechfomik
and measurable changes), a requested ROE of 1€xéé&np, an electric rate base of $1.15 billion anequity ratio of 52 percent .

In June 2013, the PUCT approved a settlement agneeimwhich SPS’ base rate increased by $37 millieffective May 1, 2013 and by an
additional $13.8 million on Sept. 1, 2013. In duuli, the settlement allows SPS to file a transioissost recovery adjustment rider in the
fourth quarter of 2013 and for those rates to bexeffective on an interim basis in January 2014déJ the settlement, SPS cannot file
another base rate case in 2013, but there arestrctions on SPS filing a base rate case in 2014.

Pending Regulatory Proceedinc— 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 $45l8omeffective in 2014. The rate filing is based a 2014 FTY, a requested ROELOf6E
percent , a jurisdictional electric rate base af%8 million and an equity ratio of 53.89 perce®n June 19, 2013, SPS revised its requested
rate increase to $43.3 million .

In August 2013, the NMPRC Staff (Staff), the Newxib® Attorney General (NMAG), the Federal Executhgencies, the Coalition of

Clean Affordable Energy, Occidental Permian, Ltid &lew Mexico Gas Company filed testimony.

17




Table of Contents

The following table summarizes certain partiesoramendations from SPS’ revised request:

Staff NMAG
Testimony Testimony

(Millions of Dollars) August 2013 August 2013
SPS revised request $ 432 % 43.2
Rate rider for renewable energy cdts (14.5) (8.9
Present revenues (sales growth and weather) (4.9 (6.4
ROE (9.8 percent and 8.63 percent, respectively) (3.2 (8.1
Capital structure (1.5 (1.1
Employee benefits (2.8 (1.9
Reduced recovery for payroll expense (0.2 0.1
Gain on sale of transmission assets — 2.7
Fuel clause revenue 6.C —
Other, net (5.0 (6.€)
Recommended rate increase $ 17.¢ % 9.C
Means of recovery:
Base revenue $ 8.6 % (6.0)
Rider revenue 73 13.2
Fuel cost adjustment revenue 1.7 1.7

$ 17.6  $ 9.C

@ Adjustments represent recommended deferrals, exteahortizations and moving costs from rider td fudase rate

On Sept. 9, 2013, SPS filed rebuttal testimonyisiey its requested rate increase to $32.5 millibased on updated information and an ROE
of 10.25 percent . This reflects a base and fugkese of $20.9 million , an increase of rider nexeof $12.1 million and a decrease to other
of $0.5 million .

The hearings on the merits of the case conclud&édptember 2013. Next steps in the procedural séhede expected to be as follows:

« Arecommended decision is anticipated from theihgaxaminer in November 20:
* An NMPRC decision is anticipated in the first geamf 2014; an
» Final rates are expected to be effective in thet fuarter of 201

SPS- 2004 FERC Complaint Case Orders— In August 2013, the FERC issued an order on rehganmd clarification related to a 2004
Complaint case brought by Golden Spread (a whaesabperative customer) and Public Service Compahew Mexico (PNM) and an
Order on Initial Decision in a subsequent 2006 catee filed by SPS. The original Complaint inclutied key components; the first was the
appropriateness of the allocations of system aeefiagj costs and the second was a base rate comteiuding the appropriate demand-
related cost allocator.

The first issue related to PNM’s claim regardinggpropriate allocation of fuel costs. The FERCifiat its initial order and granted SPS’
request for clarification that PNM was not entittedefunds based on the FERC’s April 2008 OrdeheénComplaint case. The FERC
determined that refunds should apply only to fieguirements customers and not PNM’s contractual. loa

The second issue related to the use of a 12 cantjkak (CP) vs. 3 CP demand allocator. This iistearose in the base rate revenue
requirements portion of Golden Spread’s 2004 Coimpés well as SPS’ 2006 rate case. In December,2BBS reached a settlement of all
fuel issues with Golden Spread, and entered a fiarnale agreement for its production costs. Thegé@ment indicated that all issues from the
complaint period were resolved and that all baszissues from the 2006 rate case were resolved titan the 12 CP vs. 3 CP issue and the
formula rate tariff allows this issue to be resalve
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In April 2008, the FERC issued an order resolvimg tremaining rate issues and found in favor of 8®8e disputed rate issue, concluding
that SPS was a 12 CP system. Golden Spread askezhé&aring of this issue in May of 2008. Also i@yR008, in a subsequent SPS rate
case involving all requirements customers (othantBolden Spread), the FERC granted the motioheofull requirements customers and
SPS reaffirming that SPS was a 12 CP system. Asudtrof these FERC actions, SPS considered thedss be resolved and the risk of loss
to be remote.

In the orders issued in August 2013, the FERC saekitself, stating that it erred in its initialedysis and determined that the SPS system wa:
a 3 CP rather than a 12 CP system. As a resulteS#8ates that the combination of the order ardtacember 2007 settlement creates a
refund liability of approximately $42 million inatling interest. This would be partially offset byeserve that had been established for the
PNM decision and the amounts for which the New MexZooperatives had agreed to refund in the evighissoutcome. The pre-tax impact
to 2013 earnings from these orders is approxim&8%/million , which was recorded in the third geanf 2013. Pending the timing and
resolution of this matter, the annual impact tceraves through 2014 could be up to $6 million aratetesing to $4 million on June 1, 2015.

In September 2013, SPS filed a request for rehgafithe FERC ruling on the CP allocation and refdecisions. SPS asserted that the
FERC applied an improper burden of proof in reveyghe 2008 ruling and that precedent did not stpptroactive refunds. PNM also
requested rehearing of the FERC decision not tersevits prior ruling. In October 2013, the FERSLied orders further considering the
requests for rehearing. These matters are currpatiging the FERC's action. If unsuccessful inétsearing request, SPS will have the
opportunity to file rate cases with the FERC asddtail jurisdictions in attempt to change alltonsers to a 3 CP allocation method.

Purchase and Sale Agreement for Certain Texas Tramssion Asset— On March 29, 2013, SPS entered into a purchassaadgreeme
with Sharyland Distribution and Transmission Seegid_LC (Sharyland) for the sale of certain segmeniSPS’ transmission lines and two
related substations for a base purchase priceofiition , subject to adjustments for unplannegditzd expenditures. The transaction is
subject to various regulatory approvals includingt tof the FERC.

On April 29, 2013, SPS made filings regarding tlemped transaction with the PUCT, the NMPRC andRBRC. If approved, the sale is
expected to close by the end of 2013. The FERCoapprthe transaction in August 2013 and on Sept2@03 SPS filed an unopposed
stipulation at the PUCT resolving all issues ralatethe SPS items in the joint application SP&ifilogether with Sharyland. In the proposed
settlement to the PUCT, the Texas retail jurisdittivould be allocated 45 percent of the net pregiir on sale and this amount would be
shared 60 percent with customers and 40 percerithvib@uretained by SPS.

On Sept. 12, 2013, the NMPRC Staff and the NMA&dfitestimony in support of the sale of the transioisassets. Both parties proposed
that SPS’ New Mexico retail customers should reldi@ percent of any New Mexico jurisdictional shaf¢he gain on sale. On Sept. 27,
2013, SPS filed rebuttal testimony before the NMRIRputing the positions presented by the NMPRG@f &tal the NMAG. An evidentiary
hearing was held on Oct. 8, 2013.

Decisions are expected from the NMPRC and PUCTerfaurth quarter of 2013.
6. Commitments and Contingencie

Except to the extent noted below and in Note 5cttmimstances set forth in Notes 12, 13 and XHdaonsolidated financial statements
included in Xcel Energy Inc.’s Annual Report on iot0-K for the year ended Dec. 31, 2012, appragsiaepresent, in all material respects,
the current status of commitments and contingabilities, including those regarding public liabjlfor claims resulting from any nuclear
incident, and are incorporated herein by referefidee following include commitments, contingencaesl unresolved contingencies that are
material to Xcel Energy’s financial position.

Purchased Power Agreemen
Under certain purchased power agreements, NSP-BitaePSCo and SPS purchase power from indepepdest producing entities for
which the utility subsidiaries are required to rbimse natural gas or biomass fuel costs, or toggzate in tolling arrangements under which

the utility subsidiaries procure the natural gagined to produce the energy that they purchasesé specific purchased power agreements
create a variable interest in the associated intbgre power producing entity.
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The Xcel Energy utility subsidiaries had approxiehat3,338 megawatts (MW) and 3,324 MW of capacitgder long-term purchased power
agreements as of Sept. 30, 2013 and Dec. 31, 2&4®ctively, with entities that have been deteeaiito be variable interest entities. Xcel
Energy has concluded that these entities are nairez to be consolidated in its consolidated faiainstatements because it does not have the
power to direct the activities that most signifitgimpact the entities’ economic performance. Séagreements have expiration dates
through the year 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. gua@amayment or performance by its subsidiariesa Aesult, Xcel Energy Inc.’s exposure
under the guarantees and bond indemnities is hgsmdthe net liability of the relevant subsidiander the specified agreements or
transactions. Most of the guarantees and bondvindies issued by Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsiéglimit the exposure to a maximum
amount stated in the guarantees and bond indemnifis of Sept. 30, 2013 and Dec. 31, 2012, Xcer@nInc. and its subsidiaries had no
assets held as collateral related to their guaganteond indemnities and indemnification agreements

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

(Millions of Dollars) Sept. 30, 2013 Dec. 31, 2012

Guarantees issued and outstanding $ 54¢ $ 69.5
Current exposure under these guarantees 17.¢ 17.€
Bonds with indemnity protection 31.¢€ 29.€

Indemnification Agreement:

Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsidiaries provide inddimations through contracts entered into in thenmal course of business. These are
primarily indemnifications against adverse litigatioutcomes in connection with underwriting agrestsieas well as breaches of
representations and warranties, including corpaaigtence, transaction authorization and incomertatters with respect to assets

sold. Xcel Energy Inc.’s and its subsidiaries’igations under these agreements may be limitegring of duration and amount. The
maximum potential amount of future payments undesé¢ indemnifications cannot be reasonably estaresgehe obligated amounts of these
indemnifications often are not explicitly stated.

Environmental Contingencies

Ashland Manufactured Gas Plant (MGP) Si— NSPWisconsin has been named a potentially respongéty (PRP) for contamination a
site in Ashland, Wis. The Ashland/Northern Stdesver Lakefront Superfund Site (the Ashland site)udes 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@d a sawmill and conducted creosote
treating operations; and an area of Lake Super@nsquamegon Bay adjoining the park (the Sediments)

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 Ashlamd dit 2011, the EPA issued special notice leithrstifying several entities, including NSP-
Wisconsin, as PRPs, for future remediation at ifee §he special notice letters requested thagdRRPs participate in negotiations with the
EPA regarding how the PRPs intended to conducaprf@ the remediation at the Ashland site. Assult of those settlement negotiations,
the EPA agreed to segment the Ashland site intaragpareas. The first area (Phase | Project Amehjdes soil and groundwater in Kreher
Park and the Upper Bluff. The second area inclildesSediments.
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In October 2012, a settlement among the EPA, thectivisin Department of Natural Resources (WDNR)Bide River and Red Cliff Bands
of the Lake Superior Tribe of Chippewa Indians &I8P-Wisconsin was approved by the U.S. Districtr€for the Western District of
Wisconsin. This settlement resolves claims agaii®R®-Wisconsin for its alleged responsibility fbetremediation of the Phase | Project
Area. Under the terms of the settlement, N8Beonsin agreed to perform the remediation ofRhase | Project Area, but does not admit
liability with respect to the Ashland site. Thetleanent reflects a cost estimate for the cleaofuppe Phase | Project Area of $40

million . The settlement also resolves claimshwy federal, state and tribal trustees against N$&eosin for alleged natural resource
damages at the Ashland site, including both thes@h&roject Area and the Sediments. As part@t#itlement, NSP-Wisconsin has
conveyed approximately 1,390 acres of land to tageeDf Wisconsin and tribal trustees. Fieldwarlatldress the Phase | Project Area at the
Ashland site began at the end of 2012 and continues

Negotiations between the EPA and I-Wisconsin regarding who will pay or perform theahup of the Sediments are ongoing. In August
and September 2013, NSP-Wisconsin performed fieldies in the Sediments to gather more data alil@ut@nditions. The data from that
investigation will be received and reported in Nonxer 2013. Also, in September 2013, the EPA reqdd¥SP-Wisconsin consider re-
submitting another proposal to perform a wet dreaulfpe study for a portion of the Sediments. NSPs@dinsin previously submitted a
proposal for a wet dredge pilot study in 2011. BRA’'s ROD for the Ashland site includes estimatesttihatost of the preferred remediat
related to the Sediments is between $63 million&#idmillion , with a potential deviation in sucstiemated costs of up to 50 percent higher
to 30 percent lower.

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 has been rescheduled for April 2015. Netjotia between the EPA, NSP-Wisconsin and severtdleobther PRPs regarding the PRPs’
fair share of the cleanup costs for the Ashlarnel aie also ongoing.

At Sept. 30, 2013 and Dec. 31, 2012, NSP-Wiscohnathrecorded a liability of $101.2 million and $1D&illion , respectively, for the
Ashland site based upon potential remediation @sijd costs together with estimated outside legélcansultant costs; of which $19.5
million and $20.1 million , respectively, was cateied a current liability. NSP-Wisconsin’s potaehliability, the actual cost of remediation
and the time frame over which the amounts may Ik qua@ subject to change. NSP-Wisconsin also soas to work to identify and access
state and federal funds to apply to the ultimateadiation cost of the entire site. Unresolvedessor factors that could result in higher or
lower NSP-Wisconsin remediation costs for the Astilsite include the cleanup approach implementethtoSediments, 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.

NSF-Wisconsin has deferred the estimated site remediatists, as a regulatory asset, based on an atipadhat the PSCW will continue
allow NSP-Wisconsin to recover payments for envinental remediation from its customers. The PSC¥/daasistently authorized in NSP-
Wisconsin rates recovery of all remediation costsiired at the Ashland site, and has authorizemvezg of MGP remediation costs by other
Wisconsin utilities. External MGP remediation ate subject to deferral in the Wisconsin retaikgiction and are reviewed for prudence
as part of the Wisconsin retail rate case procklsaler an existing PSCW policy, utilities have nemed remediation costs for MGPs in
natural gas rates, amortized over a four - toygar period. The PSCW historically has not allowgliies to recover their carrying costs on
unamortized regulatory assets for MGP remediation.

In the last rate case decision, the PSCW recogieegotential magnitude of the future liability the cleanup at the Ashland site and
granted an exception to its existing policy atrbguest of NSP-Wisconsin. The elements of thigption include: 1) approval to begin
recovery of estimated Phase 1 Project costs bagjron Jan. 1, 2013; 2) approval to amortize theimated costs over a ten -year period;
and 3) approval to apply a three percent carryow t the unamortized regulatory asset. Impleatimt of this exception will help mitigate
the rate impact to natural gas customers and shdaiNSP-Wisconsin from a longer amortization @eri
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Greenhouse Gas (GHG) New Source Performance StadddNSPS) Proposal and Emission Guideline for Exiggi Sources— In
September 2013, the EPA re-proposed a GHG NSP&fuly constructed power plants which seeks to éstabarbon dioxide (CQ)
emission rates for coal-fired power plants thaefemission reductions using partial carbon a&paund storage technology (CCS). The
EPA’s proposed CQ@emission limits for gas-fired power plants refleatissions levels from combined cycle technologyhwid CCS. The
EPA continues to propose that the NSPS not apptyadified or reconstructed existing power plantsadidition, installation of control
equipment on existing plants would not constitutenadification” to those plants under the NSPS pamg. It is not possible to evaluate the
impact of the re-proposed NSPS until its final iegments are known.

In June 2013, President Obama issued a memoranideatirt the EPA to develop GHG emission standérdexisting power plants. The
memorandum anticipates the EPA will issue a propp@&dG emission standard for existing power plamtduine 2014. It is not possible to
evaluate the impact of existing source standartisthe upcoming proposal and final requirementslarown.

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 nitrogen oxide (NOXx) from utilities in thestéern half of the United States. For
Xcel Energy, the rule would have applied in Minrtas@Visconsin and Texas. The CSAPR would havense¢ stringent requirements than
the proposed Clean Air Transport Rule and spedlifiezould have required plants in Texas to redudmrtSO,and annual NOx

emissions. The rule also would have created assoms trading program.

In August 2012, the U.S. Court of Appeals for thstiict of Columbia Circuit (D.C. Circuit) vacatede CSAPR and remanded it back to the
EPA. The D.C. Circuit stated that the EPA musttitare administering the Clean Air Interstate RWA(R) pending adoption of a valid
replacement. In June 2013, the U.S. Supreme @troted to review the D.C. Circuit’s 2012 decisiovacate the CSAPR. The Court has
ordered the parties to file briefs in the appes thll and will hear arguments in December 20113 Tourt will likely issue a decision by Ju
2014.

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 reg@lSO, and NOx emissions. The CAIR applies to Texas\&imtonsin. The
CAIR does not 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 allowaimc2012 and plans to continue to
purchase allowances in 2013 to comply with the CAIRthe SPS region, installation of low-NOx coration control technology was
completed in 2012 on Tolk Unit 1. SPS plans tdalhshe same combustion control technology on Tkt 2 in 2014. These installations
will reduce or eliminate SPS’ need to purchase @ussion allowances. In addition, SPS has sufftcB0, allowances to comply with the
CAIR in 2013. At Sept. 30, 2013, the estimateduahiCAIR NOXx allowance cost for Xcel Energy did hatve a material impact on the
results of operations, financial position or caskvé.

Federal Clean Water Act - Effluent Limitations Gualines (ELG)— In June 2013, the EPA published a proposed El&fan power plants
that use coal, natural gas, oil or nuclear mateaalfuel and discharge treated effluent to surfiaaters as well as utility-owned landfills that
receive coal combustion residuals. Refuse deriuet] biomass and other alternatively fueled powants are not addressed by the proposed
revisions. The proposed rule identifies four pawmegulatory options and invites comments on ¢hegulatory approaches. The options
differ in the number of waste streams covered, gizbe units controlled and stringency of contréldinal rule is anticipated in 2014. Under
the current proposed rule, facilities would needdmply as soon as possible after July 2017 buateo than July 2022. The impact of this
rule on Xcel Energy is uncertain at this time.

Regional Haze Rule— In 2005, the EPA finalized amendments to itsaagl haze rules, known as best available retediihology

(BART), which require the installation and operatiaf emission controls for industrial facilities &timg air pollutants that reduce visibility in
certain national parks and wilderness areas. Koelgy generating facilities in several statessatgect to BART requirements. Individual
states were required to identify the facilitiesdtad in their states that will have to reduce,$80x and PM emissions under BART and then
set emissions limits for those facilities.
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PSCo

In 2011, the Colorado Air Quality Control Commigsiapproved a BART state implementation plan (Stepiporating the Colorado CACJA
emission reduction plan, which will satisfy regibhaze requirements. The Colorado legislature tedae statute approving the SIP (the
Colorado SIP), which was signed into law in 20Bubsequently, the Colorado Mining Association (CMAgllenged the Colorado SIP in a
Colorado District Court. In June 2012, the CMAjspaal was dismissed. The CMA appealed this degisibich is now pending in the
Colorado Court of Appeals.

In September 2012, the EPA granted final appro¥/gi® Colorado SIP, including the CACJA emissioduetion plan for PSCo, as satisfying
BART requirements. The emission controls are etqueto be installed between 2014 and 2017. Pegjendsts for emission controls at the
Hayden and Pawnee plants are $343.0 million . RS@ects the cost of any required capital investméhbe recoverable from customers.

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 statedithétl challenge the BART determination made foor@anche Units 1 and 2, which was a
separate determination that was not part of the IM€émission reduction plan. In comments beforeBRA, WildEarth Guardians urged tl
current emission limitations be made more stringenthat Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR) beeatito the units. PSCo has intervene
the case.

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. Th#owing PSCo plants are named in
petition: Cherokee, Hayden, Pawnee and Valmohe groups allege that the Colorado BART rule isi@tpuate to satisfy the Clean Air Act
(CAA) mandate of ensuring reasonable further pregjtewards restoring natural visibility conditianghe park. It is not known when the
DOI will rule on the petition.

NSF-Minnesota

In 2009, the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (@¥) approved the SIP for Minnesota (the Minnesdf) Sand submitted it to the EPA
for approval. The MPCA selected the BART contfolsSherco Units 1 and 2 to improve visibility imetnational parks. The MPCA
concluded SCRs should not be required becauseitie misibility benefits derived from SCRs do nattweigh the substantial costs. The
MPCA's source-specific BART controls for Sherco tdri and 2 consist of combustion controls for N@d acrubber upgrades for SO The
combustion controls have been installed on ShemitsU and 2. The scrubber upgrades are undemageheduled to be completed by
January 2015.

The EPA'’s preliminary review of the Minnesota SiP2011 indicated that SCR controls should be adol&herco Units 1 and

2. Subsequently, the EPA and MPCA both determihattCSAPR meets BART requirements for purposeseMinnesota SIP. In additic
the MPCA retained its source-specific BART detemtion for Sherco Units 1 and 2 from the 2009 MiroiasSIP. The EPA approved the
Minnesota SIP for electric generating units (EGlAgy also approved the source-specific emissioitslifor Sherco Units 1 and 2 as
strengthening the Minnesota SIP, but avoided chaiaing 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 EnvironmleAtivocacy and Fresh Energy appealed the ERfAproval of the Minnesota SIP to
U.S. Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit. T@eurt denied intervention in the case to NSP-Miotesnd other regulated parties who
petitioned to intervene. In June 2013, the Cordéered this case to be held in abeyance until tise SBupreme Court decides the CSAPR

NSF-Minnesota’s estimated cost for meeting the BARSGional haze and other CAA requirements is appratetg $50 million , of which
$37 million has already been spent on projectedoce NOx emissions on Sherco Units 1 and 2. Koelgy anticipates that all costs
associated with BART compliance will be fully reemable through regulatory recovery mechanismshelfabove litigation results in further
EPA proceedings concerning the Minnesota SIP, puateedings may consider whether SCRs should héreelgfor Sherco Units 1 and 2.
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In addition to the regional haze rules, there #herovisibility rules related to a program callbée Reasonably Attributable Visibility
Impairment (RAVI) program. In 2009, the DOI ceagi that a portion of the visibility impairment foyageurs and Isle Royale National
Parks is reasonably attributable to emissions iBP-Minnesota’s Sherco Units 1 and 2. The EPA&dgiired to make its own determination
as to whether Sherco Units 1 and 2 cause or comgriio RAVI and, if so, whether the level of cofdreequired by the MPCA is

appropriate. The EPA plans to issue a separateenmt the issue of BART for Sherco Units 1 anchdar the RAVI program. It is not yet
known when the EPA will publish a proposal undenRAr what that proposal will entail. In Decemi®2&12, a lawsuit against the EPA was
filed in the U.S. District Court for the District Minnesota by the following organizations: NatibRarks Conservation Association,
Minnesota Center for Environmental Advocacy, Frienfithe Boundary Waters Wilderness, VoyageursddatiPark Association, Fresh
Energy and Sierra Club. The lawsuit alleges thatEPA has failed to perform a nondiscretionary doitdetermine BART for the Sherco
Units 1 and 2 under the RAVI program. The EPAdfi& answer denying the allegations and assettatgttdid not have a nondiscretionary
duty under the RAVI program. The Court denied N@Rnesota’s motion to intervene in July 2013. NiPmesota appealed this decisiot
the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit.

SPS

Harrington Units 1 and 2 are potentially subjecB®RT. Texas has developed a SIP (the Texas & )inds the CAIR equal to BART for
EGUs. As a result, no additional controls beyo®dRCcompliance would be required. In May 2012, BfeA deferred its review of the
Texas SIP in its final rule allowing states to fildit CSAPR compliance meets BART requirement&fBUs. It is not yet known how the
D.C. Circuit’s reversal of the CSAPR may impact BRA's approval of the Texas SIP.

Legal Contingencies

Xcel Energy is involved in various litigation matehat are being defended and handled in the anglicourse of business. The assessme
whether a loss is probable or is a reasonable lgtigsiand whether the loss or a range of lossssmable, often involves a series of complex
judgments about future events. Management mamtanruals for such losses that are probable afjbecurred and subject to reasone
estimation. Management is sometimes unable tmastian amount or range of a reasonably possigdariocertain situations, including but
not limited to when (1) the damages sought aret@rdenate, (2) the proceedings are in the earlyestaor (3) the matters involve novel or
unsettled legal theories. In such cases, thezerisiderable uncertainty regarding the timing éimadte resolution of such matters, including a
possible eventual loss. For current proceedingispecifically reported herein, management doesntitipate that the ultimate liabilities, if
any, arising from such current proceedings woultehmaterial effect on Xcel Energy’s financiatstaents. Unless otherwise required by
GAAP, legal fees are expensed as incurred.

Environmental Litigation

Comer vs. Xcel Energy Inc. et ak- In May 2011, less than a year after their inil@bsuit was dismissed, plaintiffs in this purpdrdass
action lawsuit filed a second lawsuit against ntben 85 utility, oil, chemical and coal companieshie U.S. District Court in

Mississippi. The complaint alleges defendants’ @@issions intensified the strength of Hurricaneriatand increased the damage
plaintiffs purportedly sustained to their properlaintiffs base their claims on public and prévatiisance, trespass and negligence. Among
the defendants named in the complaint are Xceldynkerc., SPS, PSCo, NSP-Wisconsin and NSP-Minneshite@ amount of damages
claimed by plaintiffs is unknown. The defendanttidve this lawsuit is without merit and filed a tiom to dismiss the lawsuit. In March
2012, the U.S. District Court granted this motiondismissal. In April 2012, plaintiffs appealdtdstdecision to the U.S. Court of Appeals
the Fifth Circuit. In May 2013, the Fifth Circuaffirmed the district court’'s dismissal of this Ismit. Plaintiffs elected not to seek further
review of this decision, which brings this litigati to a close. No accrual was recorded for tratten.
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Merricourt Wind Project Litigation— In April 2011, NSP-Minnesota terminated its agreataavith enXco Development Corporation
(enXco) for the development of a 150 MW wind projecsoutheastern North Dakota. NSP-Minnesotatssilen 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 agreenter to 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 reabed®101 million deposit in the first quarter ofl2Q which was collected in April

2011. In May 2011, NSP-Minnesota filed a declasajodgment action in the U.S. District Court inMMiiesota to obtain a determination that
it acted properly in terminating the agreementsXa® also filed a separate lawsuit in the sametcsreking approximately $240 million for
an alleged breach of contract. NSP-Minnesota betienXco’s lawsuit is without merit. In Octob&12, NSP-Minnesota filed a motion for
summary judgment. In April 2013, the U.S. Dist@urt granted NSP-Minnesota’s motion and entanddrent in its favor. In April 2013,
enXco filed a notice of appeal to the Eighth Citcut is uncertain when the Eighth Circuit willade this appeal. Although Xcel Energy
believes the likelihood of loss is remote base@xiating case law and the U.S. District Court’s inp013 decision, it is not possible to
estimate the amount or range of reasonably podsibéein the event of an adverse outcome of thisema No accrual has been recorded 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 are
two main areas of dispute. First, Exelon Windrokaithat it established legally enforceable oblmai(LEOS) for each of its Mind facilities
in 2005 through 2008 that require SPS to buy pdwased on SPS’ forecasted avoided cost as determmir285 through 2008. Although
SPS has refused to accept Exelon Wind's LEOs, $P&pés that it must take energy from Exelon WindarrSPS’ PUCT-approved
Qualifying Facilities (QF) Tariff. Second, Exeldviind has raised various challenges to SPS’ PUCTesgl QF Tariff, which became
effective in August 2010. The state and federablatg and regulatory proceedings are in variougestaf litigation. SPS believes the
likelihood of loss in these lawsuits and proceediisgremote based primarily on existing case lagvwahile it is not possible to estimate the
amount or range of reasonably possible loss irteat of an adverse outcome, SPS believes suckvingd not be material based upon its
belief that it would be permitted to recover suobts, if needed, through its various fuel clausetraeisms. No accrual has been recorded
for this 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 2000ubh June 2001. PSCo supplied
energy to the Pacific Northwest markets during ff@god and has been a participant in the hearitg&eptember 2001, the presiding ALJ
concluded that prices in the Pacific Northwest nlgithe referenced period were the result of a numbfactors, including the shortage of
supply, excess demand, drought and increased hgag@rices. Under these circumstances, the Ahdladed that the prices in the Pacific
Northwest markets were not unreasonable or unjusha refunds should be ordered. Subsequent taling, the FERC has allowed t
parties to request additional evidence. Partige leiimed that the total amount of transactiorth WiISCo subject to refund is $34

million . In June 2003, the FERC issued an ordaninating the proceeding without ordering furthesceedings. Certain purchasers filed
appeals of the FERC'’s orders in this proceeding e 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 Califoorganized markets. The Ninth Circuit denigzbtition for rehearing in April 2009, and
the mandate was issued.

The FERC issued an order on remand establishingiptes for the review proceeding in October 20Iil September 2012, the City of
Seattle filed its direct case against PSCo and @heific Northwest sellers claiming refunds foe feriod January 2000 through June
2001. The City of Seattle indicated that for tleeigpd June 2000 through June 2001 PSCo had satles @ity of Seattle of approximatehp0
million . The City of Seattle did not identify spfic instances of unlawful market activity by PS®@woit rather based its claim for refunds on
market dysfunction in the Western markets. PS@®onitted its answering case in December 2012.
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In April 2013, the FERC issued an order on rehgarinhe FERC confirmed that the City of Seattle lddue 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 otggl the imposition of any market-wide remediesthdugh 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 allegeifig misconduct or tariff violations by
PSCo but instead asserts generally that the rateged by PSCo and other sellers were excessitH#RC hearing on the issue is present!
progress. An ALJ initial decision is expected incBmber 2013.

Preliminary calculations of the City of Seattlelaim for refunds from PSCo are approximately $28iom excluding interest. PSCo has
concluded that a loss is reasonably possible wipect to this matter; however, given the surraumdincertainties, PSCo is currently unable
to estimate the amount or range of reasonably Iplesisiss in the event of an adverse outcome ofrtiaiger. In making this assessment, P
considered two factors. First, not withstandin@CBS view that the City of Seattle has failed tplgghe standard that the FERC has
established in this proceeding, and the recognttianthis case raises a novel issue and the FER@islard has been challenged on appeal tc
the Ninth Circuit, the outcome of such an appeahcabe predicted with any certainty. Second, P&Guald expect to make equitable
arguments against refunds even if the City of &euaitre to establish that it was overcharged famdactions. If a loss were sustained, PSCo
would attempt to recover those losses from othé?$?RNo accrual has been recorded 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 Department of Energy’s (DOE) failure to begin adsepspent nuclear fuel by Jan. 31,
1998, as required by the contract between the UiStates and NSP-Minnesota. NSP-Minnesota sowgiitact damages in this lawsuit
through Dec. 31, 2004. In September 2007, thet@warded NSP-Minnesota $116.5 million in damadasAugust 2007, NSP-Minnesota
filed a second complaint; this lawsuit claimed dgesafor the period Jan. 1, 2005 through Dec. 32820

In July 2011, the United States and NSP-Minnesx¢geed a settlement agreement resolving both ligsygroviding an initial $100 million
payment from the United States to NSP-Minnesotd,poviding a method by which NSP-Minnesota camvec its spent fuel storage costs
through 2013, estimated to be an additional $10Bomi. The settlement does not address costaded fuel storage after 2013; such costs
could be the subject of future litigation. NSP-M@sota received the initial $100 million paymenfAingust 2011, the second installment of
$18.6 million in March 2012, and the third instadint of $20.7 million in October 2012. NSP-Minnes®tdaim submission for the fourth
installment, in the amount of $42.8 million , wled May 15, 2013 for costs incurred in 2012. THeEBrecommended payment of $42.6
million for this claim in August 2013. Amounts réoed from the installments were subsequently ceellib customers, except for approved
reductions such as legal costs and amounts set @shik credited through another regulatory meshani

In NSP-Wisconsin’'s 2012 Electric and Gas Rate GhsePSCW authorized NSP-Wisconsin to utilize theepeds from the second and third
installments to be included as a reduction of &32electric rate increase. In December 2012MR&IC approved NSP-Minnesota’s
triennial nuclear decommissioning filing which réga NSP-Minnesota to place the Minnesota retaitipo of the DOE settlement payments
for the third installment of $15.3 million and thaticipated fourth installment in 2013 into the leac decommissioning fund when

received. NSP-Minnesota proposed to contributéNitveh Dakota retail portion of the second, thirdidourth installments to the nuclear
decommissioning fund to offset the increase indbeommissioning accrual that was included in thE22Qorth Dakota electric rate

case. That filing is pending NDPSC action.

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 subsidiari®&SP-Wisconsin does not participate in the morayj.pXcel Energy Inc. may make

investments in the utility subsidiaries at markaséd interest rates; however, the money pool aeraagt does not allow the utility
subsidiaries to make investments in Xcel Energy [fise money pool balances are eliminated in cadesibn.
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Commercial Paper —Xcel Energy Inc. and its utility subsidiaries m#etir short-term liquidity requirements primarilyrbugh the issuance
of commercial paper and borrowings under theiricfedilities. Commercial paper outstanding foreK&nergy was as follows:

Three Months Ended Twelve Months Ended
(Amounts in Millions, Except Interest Rates) Sept. 30, 2013 Dec. 31, 2012
Borrowing limit $ 2,45 % 2,45(
Amount outstanding at period end 30z 602
Average amount outstanding 347 402
Maximum amount outstanding 491 634
Weighted average interest rate, computed on a Hasgis 0.27% 0.35%
Weighted average interest rate at period end 0.2t 0.3¢

Letters of Credil — Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsidiaries use lettérsredit, generally with terms of one year , toyide financial
guarantees for certain operating obligations. #&#tS30, 2013 and Dec. 31, 2012, there were $18l@mand $14.2 million of letters of
credit outstanding, respectively, under the crisdiilities. The contract amounts of these lettdrsredit approximate their fair value and are
subject to fees determined in the marketplace.

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 amnegaaeding available capacity under these cradilities. The lines of credit provide
short-term financing in the form of notes payalbléanks, letters of credit and back-up supportéommercial paper borrowings.

At Sept. 30, 2013, Xcel Energy Inc. and its utibtybsidiaries had the following committed creddilfties available:

(Millions of Dollars) Credit Facility @ Drawn © Available

Xcel Energy Inc. $ 800.C $ 258.C $ 542.(

PSCo 700.( 6.S 693.1

NSP-Minnesota 500.( 44.¢ 455.1

SPS 300.( — 300.C

NSP-Wisconsin 150.( 11.C 139.(
Total $ 2,450.( $ 3208 % 2,129.:

®  These credit facilities expire in July 20
® Includes outstanding commercial paper and lettecsealit

All credit facility bank borrowings, outstandingtiers of credit and outstanding commercial papéuce the available capacity under the
respective credit facilities. Xcel Energy Inc. atsdsubsidiaries had no direct advances on thditdeilities outstanding at Sept. 30, 2013
and Dec. 31, 2012.

Long-Term Borrowings and Other Financing Instruments

PSCo— In March 2013, PSCo issued $250 million of 2.50cpat first mortgage bonds due March 15, 2023 aisd $2illion of 3.95 percent
first mortgage bonds due March 15, 2043 .

Xcel Energy Inc.— In May 2013, Xcel Energy Inc. issued $450 millidr0o75 percent senior unsecured notes due May 1% 20
NSP-Minnesota —In May 2013, NSP-Minnesota issued $400 million @®@percent first mortgage bonds due May 15, 2023 .

SPS— In August 2013, SPS issued $100 million of 4.5@eet first mortgage bonds due Aug. 15, 2041 . khiclg the $300 million of this
series previously issued, total principal outstagdor this series is $400 million .
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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 offepnagram. No shares of common stock were issuedigirthis program during the third

quarter of 2013. As of Sept. 30, 2013, Xcel Endrgy had issued 7.7 millioshares of common stock through this program aneived cas
proceeds of $223.1 million , net of $2.3 millionfees and commissions. The proceeds from theusss of common stock were used to ri
short-term debt, infuse equity into the utility sidiaries and for other general corporate purposes.

Debt Redemptio— On May 31, 2013, Xcel Energy Inc. redeemed thee®400 million principal amount of its 7.60 pertgmior
subordinated notes. Upon redemption, Xcel Energyrecognized $6.3 million of related unamortizethtissuance costs as interest charges.

8. Fair Value of Financial Assets and Liabilitie:
Fair Value Measurements

The accounting guidance for fair value measuremamsdisclosures provides a single definition af falue and requires certain disclosures
about assets and liabilities measured at fair valuéierarchical framework for disclosing the ob&bility of the inputs utilized in measuring
assets and liabilities at fair value is establisbedhis guidance. The three levels in the hidra@re 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 liatslitieluded in Level 2 are typically either compdesto actively traded securities or
contracts, or priced with discounted cash flow ptian pricing models using highly observable inputs

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

Specific valuation methods include the following:

Cash equivalents— The fair values of cash equivalents are genera$ell on cost plus accrued interest; money markesfare measured
using quoted net asset values.

Investments in equity securities and other fL— Equity securities are valued using quoted pricesctive markets. The fair values for
commingled funds, international equity funds, ptévaquity investments and real estate investmeatsmaasured using net asset values,
which take into consideration the value of undedyfund investments, as well as the other accrasets and liabilities of a fund, in order to
determine a per-share market value. The invessrniamommingled funds and international equity inehy be redeemed for net asset value
with proper notice. Proper notice varies by fund aan range from daily with one or two days nota@annually with 90 days notice. Private
equity investments require approval of the fundaioy unscheduled redemption, and such redemptiaysom approved or denied by the fund
at its sole discretion. Unscheduled distributiaisf real estate investments may be redeemed woghepnotice, which is typically quarterly
with 45-90 days notice; however, withdrawals fragalrestate investments may be delayed or discoastadesult of fund illiquidity. Based
on Xcel Energy’s evaluation of its ability to rede@rivate equity and real estate investmentsyviine measurements for private equity and
real estate investments have been assigned a Bevel

Investments in debt securiti— Fair values for debt securities are determined thyrd party pricing service using recent trades an
observable spreads from benchmark interest ratesrfilar securities.

Interest rate derivative— The fair values of interest rate derivatives argelleon broker quotes that utilize current markietrast rate
forecasts.
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Commodity derivatives- The methods used to measure the fair value of catitynderivative forwards and options utilize forwlgsrices an
volatilities, as well as pricing adjustments foesific delivery locations, and are generally assiya Level 2. When contractual settlements
extend to periods beyond those readily observabigctive exchanges or quoted by brokers, the stgmite of the use of less observable
forecasts of long-term forward prices and volagi§iton a valuation is evaluated, and may resuleirel 3 classification.

Electric commodity derivatives held by NSP-Minneswiclude financial transmission rights (FTRs) paed from

Midcontinent Independent Transmission System Operhic. (MISO). FTRs purchased from MISO are ficial instruments that entitle or
obligate the holder to monthly revenues or chalgs®d on transmission congestion across a givesntiasion path. The value of an FTR is
derived from, and designed to offset, the cosinefrgy congestion, which is caused by overall trassion load and other transmission
constraints. In addition to overall transmissioad, congestion is also influenced by the operataigedules of power plants and the
consumption of electricity pertinent to a givemsmission path. Unplanned plant outages, scheghlged maintenance, changes in the
relative costs of fuels used in generation, weadinelroverall changes in demand for electricity each impact the operating schedules of the
power plants on the transmission grid and the vafie FTR. NSP-Minnesota’s valuation processbRs utilizes complex iterative
modeling to predict the impacts of forecasted clarig these drivers of transmission system corgesii the historical pricing 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 thetémiobservability of management's forecasts foesahof the inputs to this complex
valuation model — including expected plant opeatinhedules and retail and wholesale demand, daievmeasurements for FTRs have been
assigned a Level 3. Non-trading monthly FTR settiets are included in the fuel clause adjustmemnt therefore changes in the fair value of
the yet to be settled portions of FTRs are defeared regulatory asset or liability. Given thigulatory treatment and the limited magnitude
of NSP-Minnesota’s FTRs relative to its electriditytoperations, the numerous unobservable quatiti inputs to the complex model used
for valuation of FTRs are insignificant to the colidated financial statements of Xcel Energy.

Non-Derivative Instruments Fair Value Measurements

The NRC requires NSP-Minnesota to maintain a plotfaf investments to fund the costs of decommisisig its nuclear generating

plants. Together with all accumulated earninglesses, the assets of the nuclear decommissionimydre legally restricted for the purpose
of decommissioning the Monticello and Prairie Islanuclear generating plants. The fund containk egsiivalents, debt securities, equity
securities and other investments — all classifeed\ailable-for-sale. NSP-Minnesota plans to restynatured securities until
decommissioning begins. The MPUC approved NSP-bBpta’s proposed change in escrow fund investntiexiegy in September

2012. The MPUC approved an asset allocation fetitrow and investment targets by asset clasofbrthe escrow and qualified trust.

NSF-Minnesota recognizes the costs of funding the asissioning of its nuclear generating plants oterlives of the plants, assuming rate
recovery of all costs. Given the purpose and legsttictions on the use of nuclear decommissiofung assets, realized and unrealized ¢
on fund investments over the life of the fund aeéedred as an offset of NSP-Minnesota’s regulagmset for nuclear decommissioning
costs. Consequently, any realized and unrealiagtsg@nd losses on securities in the nuclear de¢ssioning fund, including any other-than-
temporary impairments, are deferred as a compafehe regulatory asset for nuclear decommissianing

Unrealized gains for the nuclear decommissionimgifwere $202.4 million and $135.8 million at S&ft, 2013 and Dec. 31, 2012,

respectively, and unrealized losses and amountsded as other-than-temporary impairments were3bélion and $46.4 million at Sept.
30, 2013 and Dec. 31, 2012, respectively.
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The following tables present the cost and fair galfiXcel Energy’s non-derivative instruments wigicurring fair value measurements in the
nuclear decommissioning fund at Sept. 30, 2013ed 31, 2012:

Sept. 30, 2013

Fair Value
(Thousands of Dollars) Cost Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Total
Nuclear decommissioning fund®
Cash equivalents $ 74,100 $ 74,100 $ — — 3 74,10:
Commingled funds 436,53: — 438,90t — 438,90¢
International equity funds 65,52¢ — 68,16+ — 68,16¢
Private equity investments 43,28t — — 52,47 52,47
Real estate 41,64: — — 51,35¢ 51,35¢
Debt securities:
Government securities 34,47¢ — 28,94¢ — 28,94¢
U.S. corporate bonds 86,71¢ — 88,56 — 88,56
International corporate bonds 15,99¢ — 15,97¢ — 15,97¢
Municipal bonds 207,41 — 197,91 — 197,91
Equity securities:
Common stock 410,82( 537,18¢ — — 537,18
Total $ 1416521 % 611,29: $ 838,47( % 103,83( $ 1,553,59

®  Reported in nuclear decommissioning fund and dthasstments on the consolidated balance sheethvetiso includes $87.8 million of equity investmeints
unconsolidated subsidiaries and $38.6 million afaeilaneous investments.

Dec. 31, 2012
Fair Value
(Thousands of Dollars) Cost Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Total
Nuclear decommissioning fund®
Cash equivalents $ 246,90: $ 237,93t $ 8,96¢ $ — 3 246,90:
Commingled funds 396,68: — 417,58: — 417,58:
International equity funds 66,45: — 69,48 — 69,48:
Private equity investments 27,94 — — 33,25( 33,25(
Real estate 32,56: — — 39,07 39,07
Debt securities:
Government securities 21,09: — 21,52: — 21,52:
U.S. corporate bonds 162,05: — 169,48t — 169,48
International corporate bonds 15,16¢ — 16,05: — 16,05
Municipal bonds 21,39: — 23,65( — 23,65(
Asset-backed securities 2,06¢ — — 2,067 2,067
Mortgage-backed securities 28,74 — — 30,20¢ 30,20¢
Equity securities:
Common stock 379,09: 420,26 — — 420,26
Total $ 1,400,14' % 658,20. $ 726,74, % 104,600 $  1,489,54

®  Reported in nuclear decommissioning fund and dthexstments on the consolidated balance sheethvatéo includes $91.2 million of equity investmeints
unconsolidated subsidiaries and $37.1 million cfaeilaneous investments.
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The following tables present the changes in Levali@ear decommissioning fund investments for kined and nine months ended Sept. 30,
2013 and 2012:

RecoGgar:ri]zSed as Transfers Out of
(Thousands of Dollars) July 1, 2013 Purchases Settlements Regulatory Liabilities Level 3 Sept. 30, 2013
Private equity investments $ 4559( $ 6,79C $ — 3 9 3 — 3 52,47¢
Real estate 38,14( 11,28¢ — 1,92¢ — 51,35¢
Total $ 83,73( $ 18,07¢ $ — $ 2,02: % — 9 103,83(

Gains

Recognized as Transfers Out of
(Thousands of Dollars) July 1, 2012 Purchases Settlements Regulatory Liabilities Level 3 Sept. 30, 2012
Private equity investments $ 23,30: $ — 3 (1,93) $ 2,701 % — 3 24,07
Real estate 32,72. 2,88: (1,165 79t — 35,23:
Asset-backed securities 7,06¢ — (2,08%) 12 — 4,99t
Mortgage-backed securities 66,32: 16,78: (19,687 53¢ — 63,95"
Total $ 129,410 $ 19,66« $ (24,867 $ 4,04: $ — 3 128,25t

Gains

Recognized as Transfers Out of
(Thousands of Dollars) Jan. 1, 2013 Purchases Settlements Regulatory Liabilities Level 3@ Sept. 30, 2013
Private equity investments $ 33,25( $ 15,34« % — 3 3,88 $ — 3 52,47
Real estate 39,07¢ 18,10¢ (9,029 3,19¢ — 51,35¢
Asset-backed securities 2,06 — — — (2,067) —
Mortgage-backed securities 30,20¢ — — — (30,209 —
Total $ 104,600 $ 33,45( $ (9,0279) $ 7,07t $ (32,27¢) $ 103,83(

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

Recsgr:?zsed as Transfers Out of
(Thousands of Dollars) Jan. 1, 2012 Purchases Settlements Regulatory Liabilities Level 3 Sept. 30, 2012
Private equity investments $ 9,20: $ 13,39( $ (1,93) $ 3411 % — 3 24,07
Real estate 26,39¢ 6,78¢ (2,93) 4,98( — 35,23
Asset-backed securities 16,50: — (11,549 38 — 4,99t
Mortgage-backed securities 78,66¢ 31,10( (46,099 29z — 63,95%
Total $ 130,76: $ 51,27¢ $ (62,509 $ 8,721 $ — % 128,25¢

The following table summarizes the final contrattaturity dates of the debt securities in the aacldecommissioning fund, by asset class,
at Sept. 30, 2013:

Final Contractual Maturity

Duein 1 Year Dueinlto5 Duein5to 10 Due after 10
(Thousands of Dollars) or Less Years Years Years Total
Government securities $ — 3 — $ — % 28,94¢ $ 28,94¢
U.S. corporate bonds 30¢€ 21,48t¢ 64,95: 1,81« 88,56:
International corporate bonds — 4,50¢ 11,47( — 15,97¢
Municipal bonds 3,11¢ 23,54¢ 26,92 144,32¢ 197,91
Debt securities $ 342, % 4954 $ 103,34} $ 175,08¢ $ 331,40(
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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 genedasignated as cash flow hedges for accountingogesp

At Sept. 30, 2013, accumulated other compreheriggses related to interest rate derivatives inadugiz3 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 instrusiedicel 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 gasrafions, as well as for trading purposes. Thigccmclude the purchase or sale of enerc
energy-related products, natural gas to generatdriel energy, natural gas for resale and vehicé f

At Sept. 30, 2013, Xcel Energy had various vehfigt# contracts designated as cash flow hedges d@ixigthrough 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.n@ésiin the fair value of namading commodity derivative instruments are reedrth othe
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. Xceld@nercorded immaterial amounts to income relatetie¢daneffectiveness of cash flow
hedges for the three and nine months ended Se@033 and 2012.

At Sept. 30, 2013, net gains related to commodityvative cash flow hedges recorded as a compafeatcumulated other comprehensive
losses included $0.1 million of net gains expedttebe reclassified into earnings during the nextriihths as the hedged transactions occur.
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Additionally, Xcel Energy enters into commodity tkative instruments for trading purposes not disectlated to commodity price risks

associated with serving its electric and naturalgstomers. Changes in the fair value of thesencadity derivatives are recorded in electric
operating revenues, net of amounts credited t@mests under margin-sharing mechanisms.

The following table details the gross notional amtswf commodity forwards, options and FTRs at Sépt2013 and Dec. 31, 2012:

(Amounts in Thousands)®® Sept. 30, 2013 Dec. 31, 2012

Megawatt hours (MWh) of electricity 69,68 55,97¢
Million British thermal units (MMBtu) of natural ga 11,75: 72t
Gallons of vehicle fuel 532 682

@ Amounts are not reflective of net positions in timelerlying commoditie
®  Notional amounts for options are included on a gtwssis, but are weighted for the probability ofreise

Consideration of Credit Risk and Concentrations Xeel Energy continuously monitors the creditworthsa of the counterparties to its
interest rate derivatives and commodity derivatiatracts prior to settlement, and assesses eaclerparty’s ability to perform on the
transactions set forth in the contracts. Gives #iisessment, as well as an assessment of thet mhp@el Energy’s own credit risk when
determining the fair value of derivative liabilisicthe impact of considering credit risk was immiateo the fair value of unsettled commodity
derivatives presented in the consolidated balaheets.

Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsidiaries employ addai credit risk control mechanisms when approeristich as letters of credit, parental
guarantees, standardized master netting agreemmahtermination provisions that allow for offsegtiof positive and negative

exposures. Credit exposure is monitored and, wieerssary, the activity with a specific counterpartimited until 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 mading commodity activities. At Sept. 30, 2018urf of Xcel Energy’s 10 most significant
counterpatrties for these activities, comprising.8illion or 23 percent of this credit exposuradhnvestment grade credit ratings from
Standard & Poor’s, Moody’s or Fitch Ratings. Fofdhe 10 most significant counterparties, compgs89.4 million or 29 percent of this
credit exposure at Sept. 30, 2013, were not rayetidse agencies, but based on Xcel Energy’s iat@amalysis, had credit quality consistent
with investment grade. Another of these signiftasmunterparties, comprising $9.4 million or 3 percof this credit exposure at Sept. 30,
2013, had credit quality less than investment gradsed on Xcel Energy’s internal analysis. Allcf@hese significant counterparties are
municipal or cooperative electric entities or oth#lities.

Financial Impact of Qualifying Cash Flow Hedges —Fhe impact of qualifying interest rate and vehitlel cash flow hedges on Xcel
Energy’s accumulated other comprehensive lossjdled in the consolidated statements of common Btddkrs’ equity and in the
consolidated statements of comprehensive incontetéled in the following table:

Three Months Ended Sept. 30

(Thousands of Dollars) 2013 2012

Accumulated other comprehensive loss related tb ftas hedges at July 1 $ (60,889 % (55,710
After-tax net unrealized gains (losses) relatedeidvatives accounted for as hedges 22 (8,859
After-tax net realized losses on derivative tratisas reclassified into earnings 53¢ 39:
Accumulated other comprehensive loss related tb iaw hedges at Sept. 30 $ (60,32) ¢ (64,170

Nine Months Ended Sept. 30

(Thousands of Dollars) 2013 2012

Accumulated other comprehensive loss related tb flae hedges at Jan. 1 $ (61,24) $ (45,73
After-tax net unrealized losses related to demestiaccounted for as hedges 9 (19,189
After-tax net realized losses on derivative tratisas reclassified into earnings 92¢ 75€
Accumulated other comprehensive loss related tb iaw hedges at Sept. 30 $ (60,32) $ (64,170
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The following tables detail the impact of derivatiactivity during the three and nine months endsat. 30, 2013 and 2012, on accumulated
other comprehensive loss, regulatory assets abititiss, and income:

Three Months Ended Sept. 30, 2013

Pre-Tax Fair Value Pre-Tax (Gains) Losses
Gains (Losses) Recognized Reclassified into Income
During the Period in: During the Period from:
Pre-Tax Gains
Accumulated Regulatory Accumulated Regulatory Recognized
Other (Assets) and 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 82¢ @ § — $ —
Vehicle fuel and other
commodity 36 — (249) ® — —
Total $ 36 3 —  $ 80t $ — $ —
Other derivative
instruments
Commaodity trading $ — % — 3 — $ — $ 7,092 ©
Electric commodity — 921 — (9,825 @ —
Natural gas commodity — (1,967 — — 12 @
Total $ = $ (1,04¢) $ = $ (9,827) $ 7,10¢
Nine Months Ended Sept. 30, 2013
Pre-Tax Fair Value Pre-Tax (Gains) Losses
Gains (Losses) Recognized Reclassified into Income
During the Period in: During the Period from:
Pre-Tax Gains
Accumulated Regulatory Accumulated Regulatory (Losses) Recognized
Other (Assets) and 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 $ — —  $ 3,14 @ ¢ — $ —
Vehicle fuel and other
commodity (12 — (67) ® — —
Total $ 1y $ — 3 3,07: $ — $ —
Other derivative
instruments
Commodity trading $ — % — % — $ — $ 9,37z ©
Electric commodity — 61,31« — (38,816 @ —
Natural gas commodity — (5,34) — 9 ® (21¢) @
Total $ — % 55,97: $ — $ (38,80)  $ 9,15¢€
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Three Months Ended Sept. 30, 2012

Pre-Tax Fair Value Pre-Tax (Gains) Losses
Gains (Losses) Recognized Reclassified into Income
During the Period in: During the Period from:
Pre-Tax Gains
Accumulated Regulatory Accumulated Regulatory Recognized
Other (Assets) and 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 $ (14,92) $ — % 73: @ § — $ —
Vehicle fuel and other
commaodity 157 — (44) ® — —
Total $ (14,766 $ — 3 68¢ $ — $ —
Other derivative
instruments
Commaodity trading $ — % — 3 — $ — $ 7,651 ©
Electric commodity — 3,92: — (11,93) @ —
Natural gas commaodity — 1,19: — — —
Total $ = $ 5,11¢ $ = $ (12,93 $ 7,651
Nine Months Ended Sept. 30, 2012
Pre-Tax Fair Value Pre-Tax (Gains) Losses
Gains (Losses) Recognized Reclassified into Income
During the Period in: During the Period from:
Pre-Tax Gains
Accumulated Regulatory Accumulated Regulatory (Losses) Recognized
Other (Assets) and 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 $ (31,919 $ — 3 1511 @ § — $ —
Vehicle fuel and other
commodity 14C — (145) ® — —
Total $ (31,779 % — 3 1,36¢ $ — $ —
Other derivative
instruments
Commodity trading $ — % — % — $ — $ 10,96: ©
Electric commodity — 43,67¢ — (29,616 @ —
Natural gas commodity — (8,70%) — 80,93¢ © (109 @
Total $ = $ 34,97« $ = $ 51,32 $ 10,85¢

(b)
©

()

Amounts are recorded to interest chat

Amounts are recorded to O&M expen:

Amounts are recorded to electric operating reven&estions of these gains and losses are sulbjsttaring with electric customers through margiarsty mechanisms
and deducted from gross revenue, as appropriate.

Amounts are recorded to electric fuel and purchaeeeer. These derivative settlement gains ancoase shared with electric customers throughaelpurchased
energy cost-recovery mechanisms, and reclassitiedfancome as regulatory assets or liabilitiessappropriate.

Amounts for the nine months ended Sept. 30, 20di2ded $5.0 million of settlement losses on derst entered to mitigate natural gas price riskefectric generation,
recorded to electric fuel and purchased powerestilhp cost-recovery mechanisms and reclassifiedrégulatory asset, as appropriate. Such losséise nine months
ended Sept. 30, 2013 were immaterial. The remgiséttlement losses for the nine months ended S@p2013 and 2012 relate to natural gas operatindsare recorded
to cost of natural gas sold and transported. Thsses are subject to cost-recovery mechanismseatabsified out of income to a regulatory assegppropriate.

Xcel Energy had no derivative instruments desighatefair value hedges during the three and ningmsceended Sept. 30, 2013 and
2012. Therefore, no gains or losses from fair #ddadges or related hedged transactions were rigealgior these periods.
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Credit Related Contingent Features —Contract provisions for derivative instruments tthegt utility subsidiaries enter, including those
recorded to the consolidated balance sheet atdhie, as well as those accounted for as normahpge-normal sale (NPNS) contracts and
therefore not reflected on the balance sheet, eauyire the posting of collateral or settlementhaf tontracts for various reasons, including if
the applicable utility subsidiary is unable to main its credit ratings. If the credit ratingsXdel Energy Inc.’s utility subsidiaries were
downgraded below investment grade, derivative imsénts reflected in a $2.7 million and $4.6 millignoss liability position on the
consolidated balance sheets at Sept. 30, 2013 aad3®, 2012, respectively, would have required Xeergy Inc.’s utility subsidiaries to
post collateral or settle outstanding contractsiuiging other contracts subject to master nettonrg@@ments, which would have resulted in
payments of $2.7 million and $4.6 million at Se&§}, 2013 and Dec. 31, 2012, respectively. At S&pt2013 and Dec. 31, 2012, there was
no collateral posted on these specific contracts.

Certain derivative instruments are also subjecbiaract provisions that contain adequate assurelaoses. These provisions allow
counterparties to seek performance assurancedingleash collateral, in the event that a givelityigubsidiary’s ability to fulfill its
contractual obligations is reasonably expectecetoripaired. Xcel Energy had no collateral postddted to adequate assurance clauses in
derivative contracts as of Sept. 30, 2013 and B&c2012.
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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 metarring basis at Sept. 30, 2013:

Sept. 30, 2013

Fair Value
Counterparty
(Thousands of Dollars) Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Fair Value Total Netting © Total
Current derivative assets
Derivatives designated as cash flow
hedges:
Vehicle fuel and other commodity $ — 3 72 % — 3 72 % — 72
Other derivative instruments:
Commodity trading — 23,11: 2,142 25,25¢ (8,490 16,76¢
Electric commodity — — 41,05: 41,05: (2,672 38,38(
Natural gas commodity — 4,44: — 4,44: — 4,44:
Total current derivative assets $ — % 27627 $ 43,19¢ $ 70,82. $ (11,169 59,65¢
Purchased power agreemefits 33,02¢
Current derivative instruments $ 92,68:
Noncurrent derivative assets
Derivatives designated as cash flow
hedges:
Vehicle fuel and other commodity $ — ¢ 27 % — ¢ 27 % (15 ¢ 12
Other derivative instruments:
Commodity trading — 33,86: 2,71¢ 36,57¢ (7,30€) 29,27
Total noncurrent derivative assets  $ — 3 33,88¢ $ 2,71 % 36,60 $ (7,32)) 29,28
Purchased power agreemefits 66,61(
Noncurrent derivative instruments $ 95,89
Current derivative liabilities
Other derivative instruments:
Commodity trading $ — 3 13,607 $ 1,77¢  $ 15377 $ (11,75) $ 3,62¢
Electric commodity — — 2,672 2,672 (2,672 —
Total current derivative liabilities $ — % 13,607 $ 4.44; $ 18,04¢ $ (14,429 3,62¢
Purchased power agreemefits 23,10
Current derivative instruments $ 26,72¢
Noncurrent derivative liabilities
Other derivative instruments:
Commodity trading $ — 3 14,767  $ — 3 14,767 $ (7,32) $ 7,44¢
Total noncurrent derivative liabilitie: $ — 3 14,767 $ — 3 14,767 $ (7,329 7,44¢
Purchased power agreemefits 209,58:
Noncurrent derivative instruments $ 217,02

@ 1n 2003, as a result of implementing new guidantéhe normal purchase exception for derivative anting, Xcel Energy began recording several lomgitpurchased
power agreements at fair value due to accountiggirements related to underlying price adjustme#ts these purchases are recovered through noegalatory recover
mechanisms in the respective jurisdictions, thengba in fair value for these contracts were offgategulatory assets and liabilities. During 2006el Energy qualified
these contracts under the normal purchase excepiaged on this qualification, the contracts aréomger adjusted to fair value and the previousy@ay value of these
contracts will be amortized over the remaining cacttlives along with the offsetting regulatoryetssand liabilities.

®  Xcel Energy nets derivative instruments and relatgthteral in its consolidated balance sheet whaaported by a legally enforceable master nettirgeament, and all
derivative instruments and related collateral ant®urere subject to master netting agreements at $&@2013. At Sept. 30, 2013, derivative asartsliabilities include
obligations to return cash collateral of $0.4 raifliand rights to reclaim cash collateral of $3.8iom . The counterparty netting amounts preseetedude settlement
receivables and payables and non-derivative amadloatsnay be subject to the same master nettirepaggnts.
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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, 2012:

Dec. 31, 2012
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 $ — ¢ 9%5 $ — ¢ 95 § —  $ 95
Other derivative instruments:
Commodity trading — 26,30: 692 26,99¢ (6,675 20,32(
Electric commodity — — 16,72« 16,72« (843 15,88:
Natural gas commodity — 7 — 7 @) —
Total current derivative assets $ — 3 26,40F $ 17,41«  $ 43,82 % (7,525 36,29¢
Purchased power agreemefits 32,717
Current derivative instruments $ 69,01:
Noncurrent derivative assets
Derivatives designated as cash flow
hedges:
Vehicle fuel and other commodity $ — 3 86 $ — 3 86 $ 4n $ 3¢
Other derivative instruments:
Commodity trading — 41,28: 77 41,35¢ (4,162 37,19°
Total noncurrent derivative assets  $ — % 41,36¢ $ 77 % 41,44 % (4,209 37,23¢
Purchased power agreemefits 89,06
Noncurrent derivative instruments $ 126,29
Current derivative liabilities
Other derivative instruments:
Commodity trading $ — 3 18,62: $ 1 $ 18,62 $ 9,119 $ 9,511
Electric commodity — — 845 842 (843) —
Natural gas commodity — 98 — 98 @) 91
Total current derivative liabilities $ — % 18,72( % 844 % 19,56 $ (9,962) 9,60:
Purchased power agreemefits 22,88(
Current derivative instruments $ 32,48:
Noncurrent derivative liabilities
Other derivative instruments:
Commodity trading $ — ¢ 21,417 $ — ¢ 21,417 $ (4,210 $ 17,207
Total noncurrent derivative liabilities $ —  $ 21,417 $ — 3 21,417 $ (4,210 17,20°
Purchased power agreemefits 225,65¢
Noncurrent derivative instruments $ 242,86t

® |n 2003, as a result of implementing new guidantéhe normal purchase exception for derivative anting, Xcel Energy began recording several lomgitpurchased
power agreements at fair value due to accountiggirements related to underlying price adjustmeAts these purchases are recovered through noemalatory recover
mechanisms in the respective jurisdictions, thengba in fair value for these contracts were offgategulatory assets and liabilities. During 2006el Energy qualified
these contracts under the normal purchase excepiased on this qualification, the contracts aréomger adjusted to fair value and the previousyazg value of these
contracts will be amortized over the remaining cacttlives along with the offsetting regulatoryetssand liabilities.

®  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 an®were subject to master netting agreements at¥1e@012. At Dec. 31, 2012, derivative assetsliatilities include
obligations to return cash collateral of $0.6 miiliand rights to reclaim cash collateral of $3.0iom . The counterparty netting amounts preseeterdude 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 Levadi®modity derivatives for the three and nine memhded Sept. 30, 2013 and 2012:

Three Months Ended Sept. 30

(Thousands of Dollars) 2013 2012
Balance at July 1 $ 47,21¢  $ 33,78¢
Purchases 15¢ —
Settlements (9,347) (12,649
Net transactions recorded during the period:
Gains recognized in earnings 4,00¢ 13
(Losses) gains recognized as regulatory assetbadnildies (577) 4,62¢
Balance at Sept. 30 $ 41,46¢  $ 25,78:

Nine Months Ended Sept. 30

(Thousands of Dollars) 2013 2012
Balance at Jan. 1 $ 16,64¢ $ 12,417
Purchases 51,54: 37,29¢
Settlements (30,29¢) (34,209
Net transactions recorded during the period:
Gains recognized in earnings 3,72¢ 5
(Losses) gains recognized as regulatory assetbadnilities (157) 10,27:
Balance at Sept. 30 $ 41,46¢ $ 25,78.

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

Xcel Energy recognizes transfers between levets #se beginning of each period. There were nosfiers of amounts between levels for
derivative instruments for the three and nine meetided Sept. 30, 2013 and 2012.

Fair Value of Long-Term Debt

As of Sept. 30, 2013 and Dec. 31, 2012, other firmdinstruments for which the carrying amount dat equal fair value were as follows:

Sept. 30, 2013 Dec. 31, 2012
(Thousands of Dollars) Carrying Amount Fair Value Carrying Amount Fair Value
Long-term debt, including current portion $ 11,19481 $ 12,007,388 $ 10,402,06 $ 12,207,86

The fair value of Xcel Energy’s long-term debt stimated based on recent trades and observablkedspiom benchmark interest rates for
similar securities. The fair value estimates argell on information available to management agpf. 80, 2013 and Dec. 31, 2012, and
given the observability of the inputs to thesereates, the fair values presented for long-term Hafse been assigned a Level 2.
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9. Other (Expense) Income, Ne

Other (expense) income, net consisted of the falgw

Three Months Ended Sept. 30 Nine Months Ended Sept. 30
(Thousands of Dollars) 2013 2012 2013 2012
Interest income $ 1,30 % 182( $ 7,618 $ 8,32:
Other nonoperating income 73¢ 714 2,49¢ 2,79:
Insurance policy expense (2,386 (2,042) (5,937) (5,909
Other nonoperating expense (61) 4 (24¢€) (267)
Other (expense) income, net $ (409 $ 48t $ 3931 § 4,95¢

10. Segment Informatior

The regulated electric utility operating resultdNSP-Minnesota, NSP-Wisconsin, PSCo and SPS, dssvtie regulated natural gas utility
operating results of NSP-Minnesota, NSP-WisconsthRSCo are each separately and regularly reviéyettel Energy’s chief operating
decision maker. Xcel Energy evaluates performdoyceach utility subsidiary based on profit or Igeserated from the product or service
provided. These segments are managed separatelydsethe revenue streams are dependent uponteggrate recovery, which is
separately determined for each segment.

Xcel Energy has the following reportable segmemggulated electric utility, regulated natural gébty and all other.

« Xcel Energy’s regulated electric utility segmeenerates, transmits and distributes electriaitylinnesota, Wisconsin, Michigan,
North Dakota, South Dakota, Colorado, Texas and Nexico. In addition, this segment includes sétesesale and provide
wholesale transmission service to various entitighe United States. Regulated electric utiligoancludes 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 includesieabre below the necessary quantitative threstasidsare therefore included in
the all other category. Those primarily includeash revenue, appliance repair services, nonutéey 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 unconsolidatigbsidiaries of $87.8 million and $91.2 millionaf Sept. 30, 2013 and Dec. 31, 2012,
respectively, included in the regulated natural iy 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 ass¢bat are not dedicated to a specific businesaeefy and reporting assets and capital
expenditures by business segment would requiréranpiand potentially misleading allocations whinhy not necessarily reflect the assets
that would be required for the operation of theithess segments on a stand-alone basis.

To report income from continuing operations forukaged electric and regulated natural gas utiltgraents, the majority of costs are directly
assigned to each segment. However, some costsasutommon depreciation, common O&M expensesrardeist expense are allocated
based on cost causation allocators. A generatalho is used for certain general and administeagixpenses, including office supplies, rent,
property insurance and general advertising.

Regulated Natural All Reconciling
(Thousands of Dollars) Regulated Electric Gas Other Eliminations Consolidated Total
Three Months Ended Sept. 30, 2013
Operating revenues from external customers $  2,599,92! $ 205,35¢ $ 17,05 $ — $ 2,822,33
Intersegment revenues 34¢ 1,10¢ — (1,452 —
Total revenues $ 260027 $ 206,46: $ 17,058 $ (1,459 $ 2,822,33
Income (loss) from continuing operations $ 365,15t $ 174 $ (44€) $ — 8 364,53t
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Regulated Natural All Reconciling
(Thousands of Dollars) Regulated Electric Gas Other Eliminations Consolidated Total
Three Months Ended Sept. 30, 2012
Operating revenues from external customers $ 2,532,700 $ 17451 $ 17,11¢  $ — $ 2,724,34
Intersegment revenues 287 461 — (74%) —
Total revenues $ 253299 $ 174,97: $ 17,11¢ % (74¢) $ 2,724,34
Income (loss) from continuing operations $ 400,18 $ 4,29¢ 3% (6,339 $ — 3 398,14
Regulated Natural All Reconciling
(Thousands of Dollars) Regulated Electric Gas Other Eliminations Consolidated Total
Nine Months Ended Sept. 30, 2013
Operating revenues from external customers $ 6,911,991 $ 1,216,27! $ 55,827 $ — $ 8,184,101
Intersegment revenues 95t 2,162 — (3,119 —
Total revenues $ 6,91295 $ 1,218,443 $ 55,827 $ (3,11¢) $  8,184,10!
Income (loss) from continuing operations $ 740,347 % 80,69¢ $ (23,039 $ — 8 798,00t
Regulated Natural All Reconciling
(Thousands of Dollars) Regulated Electric Gas Other Eliminations Consolidated Total
Nine Months Ended Sept. 30, 2012
Operating revenues from external customers $ 6,506,320 $ 1,016,86. $ 53,907 $ — $ 7,577,08:
Intersegment revenues 88¢ 1,17¢ — (2,065 —
Total revenues $ 6,507,200 $ 1,018,041 $ 53,907 $ (2,06 $ 7,577,08
Income (loss) from continuing operations $ 733555 $ 60,68¢ $ (29,259 $ — 3 764,99:

11. Earnings Per Share

Basic earnings per share (EPS) was computed bgliiivthe earnings available to Xcel Energy Incdmmon shareholders by the weighted
average number of common shares outstanding dtivingeriod. Diluted EPS was computed by dividimg ¢arnings 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 éte., common stock equivalents), were
settled. The weighted average number of potentiillitive shares outstanding used to calculatd Koergy Inc.’s diluted EPS is calculated
based on the treasury stock method.

Common Stock Equivalents-Xcel Energy Inc. currently has common stock eqeintd related to certain equity awards.

ShareBased Compensation

Common stock equivalents related to shaseed compensation causing dilutive impact to Elelsde commitments to issue common stoc
an employer match to 401(k) plan participants.cl&quivalent units granted to Xcel Energy Inc.&aBl of Directors are included in
common shares outstanding upon grant date asitheosfurther service, performance or market comiassociated with these

awards. Restricted stock, granted to settle ansadung to certain employees under the Xcel EnergyHrecutive Annual Incentive Award
Plan, is included in common shares outstanding vginented, pending remaining service conditions.

Share-based compensation arrangements for whioh iheurrently no dilutive impact to EPS inclutie following:

* Restricted stock unit equity awards subject pedormance condition; included in common shargstanding when all necessary
conditions for settlement have been satisfied leyetid of the reporting period.

» Performance share plan liability awards subjee performance condition; any portions settledhares are included in common
shares outstanding upon settlement.
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The dilutive impact of common stock equivalent®efing EPS was as follows:

Three Months Ended Sept. 30, 2013 Three Months Ended Sept. 30, 2012
Per Share Per Share
(Amounts in thousands, except per share data) Income Shares Amount Income Shares Amount
Net income $ 364,75. $ 398,10t
Basic earnings per share:
Earnings available to common shareholders 364,75: 498,14¢ % 0.7: 398,10¢ 488,08: $ 0.82
Effect of dilutive securities:
401(k) equity awards — 492 — 494
Diluted earnings per share:
Earnings available to common shareholders $  364,75: 498,64. g 0.7: $ 398,10 488,57( g 0.81
Nine Months Ended Sept. 30, 2013 Nine Months Ended Sept. 30, 2012
Per Share Per Share
(Amounts in thousands, except per share data) Income Shares Amount Income Shares Amount
Net income $ 798,17¢ $ 765,05¢
Basic earnings per share:
Earnings available to common shareholders 798,17¢ 49525¢ $ 1.61 765,05¢ 487,72: $ 1.57
Effect of dilutive securities:
401(k) equity awards — 511 — 47¢€
Diluted earnings per share:
Earnings available to common shareholders $  798,17¢ 495,76° 3 1.61 $ 765,05 488,19t ¢ 1.57

12. Benefit Plans and Other Postretirement Benefil

Components of Net Periodic Benefit Cost

Three Months Ended Sept. 30

2013 2012 2013 2012
Postretirement Health
(Thousands of Dollars) Pension Benefits Care Benefits
Service cost $ 2407 $ 2159 % 1,182 $ 1,05(
Interest cost 35,17: 39,04 8,41 9,46¢
Expected return on plan assets (49,617 (51,779 (8,257 (7,102
Amortization of transition obligation — — 20¢€ 3,58(
Amortization of prior service cost (credit) 1,46¢ 5,26¢ (2,43%) (1,889
Amortization of net loss 36,03¢ 26,89 5,64¢ 4,22¢
Net periodic benefit cost 47,13} 41,01¢ 4,76( 9,33:
Costs not recognized and additional cost recogrdeedto the effects of
regulation (12,98¢) (9,64%) — 972
Net benefit cost recognized for financial reporting $ 3415 § 3137« § 476C $  10,30¢
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Nine Months Ended Sept. 30

2013 2012 2013 2012
Postretirement Health
(Thousands of Dollars) Pension Benefits Care Benefits
Service cost $ 7221: $ 64,770 $ 3,54t $ 3,152
Interest cost 105,51t 117,13: 25,25! 28,39¢
Expected return on plan assets (148,839 (155,32) (24,759 (21,307
Amortization of transition obligation — — 61¢ 10,74(
Amortization of prior service cost (credit) 4,40¢ 15,79¢ (7,319 (5,669
Amortization of net loss 108,11. 80,67¢ 16,93¢ 12,68(
Net periodic benefit cost 141,40¢ 123,05¢ 14,28( 27,99°
Costs not recognized and additional cost recogrdeedto the effects of
regulation (27,927 (28,93¢) — 2,91¢
Net benefit cost recognized for financial reporting $ 11348 § 9412t § 1428C § 30,91t

In 2013, contributions of $192.2 million were maxtzoss four of Xcel Energy’s pension plans. Xaetfgy does not expect additional
pension contributions during 2013.

13. Other Comprehensive Incom:

Changes in accumulated other comprehensive lossf e, for the three and nine months ended $pt2013 were as follows:

Three Months Ended Sept. 30, 2013

Unrealized Defined Benefit
Gains and Gains and Losses Pension and
Losses on Cash Flow on Marketable Postretirement
(Thousands of Dollars) Hedges Securities Items Total
Accumulated other comprehensive loss at July 1 $ (60,889 $ (135) % (50,81) $ (111,83Y
Other comprehensive gain before reclassifications 22 11t — 137
Losses reclassified from net accumulated other
comprehensive loss 53¢ — 1,17¢ 1,71¢
Net current period other comprehensive income 561 11t 1,17¢ 1,85t
Accumulated other comprehensive loss at Sept. 30 $ (60,32) $ (20) $ (49,63 $ (109,980
Nine Months Ended Sept. 30, 2013
Unrealized Defined Benefit
Gains and Gains and Losses Pension and
Losses on Cash Flow on Marketable Postretirement
(Thousands of Dollars) Hedges Securities Items Total
Accumulated other comprehensive loss at Jan. 1 $ (61,24) $ 99 % (51,31) $ (112,659
Other comprehensive gain (loss) before reclassidioa (9) 79 — 70
Losses reclassified from net accumulated other
comprehensive loss 92¢ — 1,67¢ 2,60:
Net current period other comprehensive income 91¢ 79 1,67¢ 2,67
Accumulated other comprehensive loss at Sept. 30 $ (60,32) $ (20) $ (49,639 $ (109,980
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Reclassifications from accumulated other comprekieriess for the three and nine months ended S8p2013 were as follows:

Amounts Reclassified from
Accumulated Other
Comprehensive Loss

Three Months Ended Nine Months Ended Sept.
(Thousands of Dollars) Sept. 30, 2013 30, 2013
(Gains) losses on cash flow hedges:
Interest rate derivatives $ 82¢ @ g 3,14( ®
Vehicle fuel derivatives (24) ® (67) ®
Total, pre-tax 80t 3,07:
Tax benefit (26€) (2,145
Total, net of tax 53¢ 92¢
Defined benefit pension and postretirement losses:
Amortization of net loss 1,77C © 5,30¢ ©
Prior service cost 93 © 27¢ ©
Transition obligation 2 0 6 ©
Total, pre-tax 1,86t 5,59:
Tax benefit (68€) (3,919
Total, net of tax 1,17¢ 1,67¢
Total amounts reclassified, net of tax $ 1,71¢ $ 2,60¢

® Included in interest charg
® Included in O&M expense
© Included in the computation of net periodic pensiod post retirement benefit costs. See Note d@dtils 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 managerfamises on those factors that had a material teffeXcel Energy’s financial condition,
results of operations and cash flows during thé@gsrpresented, or are expected to have a maitagailct 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, tmiogies and assumptions. Such forward-lookingestents, including the 2013 and 2014 full
year earnings per share guidance and assumptienisitended to be identified in this document by Words“anticipate,” “believe,”

“estimate,” “expect,” “intend,” “may,” “objective,"outlook,” “plan,” “project,” “possible,” “potentl,” “should” and similar

expressions. Actual results may vary materialiprwardlooking statements speak only as of the date theynade, and we do not undert
any obligation to update them to reflect changas dlecur after that date. Factors that could caasal results to differ materially include,
but are not limited to: general economic conditidnsluding inflation rates, monetary fluctuaticarsd their impact on capital expenditures
and the ability of Xcel Energy Inc. and its subai@is to obtain financing on favorable terms; besinconditions in the energy industry,
including the risk of a slow down in the U.S. ecoryor delay in growth recovery; trade, fiscal, tdoa and environmental policies in areas
where Xcel Energy has a financial interest; custanusiness conditions; actions of credit ratingrexigs; competitive factors, including the
extent and timing of the entry of additional conitp@t in the markets served by Xcel Energy Inc. #adubsidiaries; unusual weather; effe
of geopolitical events, including war and actsesfdrism; state, federal and foreign legislative eggulatory initiatives that affect cost and
investment recovery, have an impact on rates oe havimpact on asset operation or ownership or s@mvironmental compliance
conditions; structures that affect the speed amgesdeto which competition enters the electric aairal gas markets; costs and other effects
of legal and administrative proceedings, settlesia@ntestigations and claims; actions by regulabmglies impacting our nuclear operations,
including those affecting costs, operations orapproval of requests pending before the NRC; firsdme regulatory accounting policies
imposed by regulatory bodies; availability or cotapital; employee work force factors; the itesiescribed under Factors Affecting Results
of Continuing Operations in Item 7 of Xcel Energyfs Form 10-K for the year ended Dec. 31, 2012 the other risk factors listed from
time to time by Xcel Energy Inc. in reports filedtlwthe SEC, including “Risk Factors” in Item 1A Xtel Energy Inc.’s Form 10-K for the
year ended Dec. 31, 2012, and Item 1A and Exhih@dBto this Quarterly Report on Form-Q for the quarter ended Sept. 30, 2013.

Financial Review

The following discussion and analysis by managerfamitses 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 maimapalct 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 publicged are common shares of Xcel Energy Inc. €dtaings and ongoing diluted EPS of
each subsidiary discussed below do not represgintet legal interest in the assets and liabiliffscated to such subsidiary but rather
represent a direct interest in our assets anditiabias a whole. Ongoing diluted EPS by subsjdis a financial measure not recognized
under GAAP that is calculated by dividing the matdme or loss attributable to the controlling iet#rof each subsidiary by the weighted
average fully diluted Xcel Energy Inc. common skasatstanding for the period. Xcel Energy’s mamagat uses this non-GAAP financial
measure to evaluate and provide details of earnegydts. Xcel Energy’s management believes thiatheasurement is useful to investors to
evaluate the actual and projected financial peréarte and contribution of our subsidiaries. This-@AAP financial measure should not be
considered as an alternative to Xcel Energy’s cliaested fully diluted EPS determined in accordawithh GAAP as an indicator of operating
performance.
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Results of Operations

The following table summarizes the diluted EPSXoel Energy:

Three Months Ended Sept. 30 Nine Months Ended Sept. 30

Diluted Earnings (Loss) Per Share 2013 2012 2013 2012

PSCo $ 0.3: $ 0.3¢ $ 0771 $ 0.7t
NSP-Minnesota 0.31 0.2¢ 0.6 0.57
SPS 0.11 0.12 0.1¢ 0.2C
NSP-Wisconsin 0.0t 0.04 0.11 0.0¢
Equity earnings of unconsolidated subsidiaries 0.01 0.01 0.0¢ 0.0¢
Regulated utility — continuing operations 0.81 0.81 1.77 1.64
Xcel Energy Inc. and other costs (0.09 (0.09) (0.12) (0.10
Ongoing diluted earnings per share 0.77 0.7¢ 1.6t 1.5¢
SPS 2004 FERC complaint case orders (0.0 — (0.0 —
Prescription drug tax benefit — 0.0¢ — 0.0¢
GAAP diluted earnings per share $ 07 § 081 § 161 $ 1.57

Ongoing earnings exclude adjustments for certaimst For 2013, the adjustment is related to theZ&IP8 FERC complaint case orders. For
2012, the adjustment is related to the Patienteletioin and Affordable Care Act. See below undeuatipents to GAAP Earnings and Note 5
to the consolidated financial statements for furtfiscussion.

Xcel Energy’s management believes that ongoingiegsmprovide a meaningful comparison of earningsilte and is representative of Xcel
Energy’s fundamental core earnings power. Xcel yisrmanagement uses ongoing earnings internallfirfancial planning and analysis,

for reporting of results to the Board of Directdrsgdetermining whether performance targets arefargierformance-based compensation,
and when communicating its earnings outlook toystaland investors.

Adjustments to GAAP Earning

SPS FERC Order— As a result of the two orders issued in August®By the FERC for a potential SPS customer refamfe-tax charge
of $35 million was recorded in the third quarte26fL3. Of this amount, approximately $30 millio§&million revenue reduction and $4
million of interest) was attributable to period$oprto 2013 and not representative of ongoing e@siAs such, GAAP earnings include the
total after tax amount of $22.5 million and ongo@®ynings exclude $19.5 million. See Note 5 tocitresolidated financial statements for
further discussion.

Patient Protection and Affordable Care A— In March 2010, the Patient Protection and AfftridaCare Act was signed into law. The law
includes provisions to generate tax revenue to bfffiet the cost of the new legislation. One ofthprovisions reduces the deductibility of
retiree health care costs to the extent of fedrriasidies received by plan sponsors that provitileeeprescription drug benefits equivalent to
Medicare Part D coverage, beginning in 2013. Xa&gy expensed approximately $17 million of presiguecognized tax benefits relating
to the federal subsidies during the first quarfe2@1.0.

In the third quarter of 2012, Xcel Energy implenezhéa tax strategy related to the allocation of imgaf Xcel Energy’s retiree prescription
drug plan. This strategy restored a portion oftéhxebenefit associated with federal subsidies fesgription drug plans that had been accrued
since 2004 and was expensed in 2010. As a restal, Bhergy recognized approximately $17 millionr@fome tax benefit.

Earnings Adjusted for Certain Items (Ongoing Earngs)
Xcel Energy— Overall, ongoing earnings decreased $0.01 per $batke third quarter of 2013. Ongoing earningsre $0.77 per share for
the third quarter of 2013 compared with $0.78 fmars in 2012. Third quarter 2013 ongoing earnireydided as a result of cooler weather

and higher operating and maintenance expensese\iitl quarter 2013 weather was warmer than nqriinahs cooler than the third quar
of 2012. These factors were partially offset b liacreases in various states.
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PSCo— PSCo's ongoing earnings decreased $0.03 per firattee third quarter of 2013 and increased $@&2share for the nine months
ended Sept. 30, 2013 . Third quarter earningsmetlas a result of lower electric margins and high#M expenses. Electric margins were
impacted by cooler weather compared to prior yedraccruals for potential customer refunds assedtiaith the 2013 earnings test. These
factors were partially offset by lower interest ies.

NSP-Minnesota— NSP-Minnesota’s ongoing earnings increased $0ed3hare for the third quarter of 2013 and $0di0spare for the nine
months ended Sept. 30, 2013 . Earnings were pelyitimpacted by electric rate increases in Minngs8buth Dakota and North Dakota
interim rates, subject to refund, and lower intecdsrges. These were partially offset by higheDé&xpenses and property taxes.

SPS— SPS’ ongoing earnings decreased $0.01 per shatleef third quarter of 2013 and for the nine merghded Sept. 30, 2013 . Higher
O&M expenses, depreciation, interest charges amdhpact of cooler summer weather were partialfgeifby electric rate increases in
Texas.

NSP-Wisconsin— NSP-Wisconsin’s ongoing earnings increased $pd¥Ishare for the third quarter of 2013 and $0&2spare for the nine
months ended Sept. 30, 2013 . Higher earnings &lectric and natural gas rates were partially offsehigher depreciation, O&M expenses
and cooler summer weather.

Changes in Diluted EPS

The following table summarizes significant compdserontributing to the changes in 2013 diluted EB®pared with the same period in
2012 . See further discussion below.

Three Months Nine Months Ended
Diluted Earnings (Loss) Per Share Ended Sept. 30 Sept. 30
2012 GAAP diluted earnings per share $ 0.81 $ 1.57%
Prescription drug tax benefit (0.09) (0.03)
2012 ongoing diluted earnings per share 0.7¢ 1.54
Components of change — 2013 vs. 2012
Higher electric margins (excludes impact of SPSA2BBRC complaint case orders) — 0.1t
Higher natural gas margins 0.01 0.07
Lower interest charges (excludes impact of SPS FHRC complaint case orders) 0.0z 0.04
Higher Allowance for Funds Used During ConstructigrUDC) — equity 0.01 0.04
Lower ETR 0.0z 0.0z
Higher O&M expenses (0.0%) (0.11)
Lower (higher) depreciation and amortization 0.01 (0.03)
Dilution from at-the-market program, direct stoakghase plan and benefit plans (0.02) (0.09)
Higher taxes (other than income taxes) (0.07 (0.09
Other, net — (0.02)
2013 ongoing diluted earnings per share 0.77 1.6%
SPS 2004 FERC complaint case orders (0.0 (0.09)
2013 GAAP diluted earnings per share $ 07: $ 1.61
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The following tables summarize the earnings countriims of Xcel Energy’s business segments:

Three Months Ended Sept. 30 Nine Months Ended Sept. 30
(Millions of Dollars) 2013 2012 2013 2012
GAAP income (loss) by segment
Regulated electric income $ 3652 $ 400.z % 740 % 733.€
Regulated natural gas income — 4.2 80.7 60.7
Other incomé?® 17.¢ 8.€ 35.¢ 20.C
Segment income — continuing operations 383.1 413.3 856.¢ 814.:
Xcel Energy Inc. and other costs (18.9) (15.2) (58.2) (49.9
Total income — continuing operations 364.¢ 398.1 798.2 765.(
Income from discontinued operations — — — 0.1
Total GAAP net income $ 364.¢ $ 398.1 % 798.2 $ 765.1
Three Months Ended Sept. 30 Nine Months Ended Sept. 30
Contributions to Diluted Earnings (Loss) Per Share 2013 2012 2013 2012
GAAP earnings (loss) by segment
Regulated electric $ 0.7: % 08z $ 150 $ 1.5C
Regulated natural gas — 0.01 0.1¢ 0.1z
Other® 0.04 0.01 0.07 0.04
Segment earnings per share — continuing operations 0.7 0.8¢ 1.7 1.67
Xcel Energy Inc. and other costs (0.0 (0.03) (0.12) (0.10)
Total earnings per share — continuing operations 0.7: 0.81 1.61 1.57
Discontinued operations — — — —
Total GAAP earnings per diluted share $ 0.7¢ % 081 % 161 $ 1.57

®  Not a reportable segment. Included in all othgnsent results in Note 10 to the consolidated firarstatement
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 ReguieEsarnings— Unusually hot summers or cold winters increaseteteand natural
gas sales while, conversely, mild weather redulssdree and natural gas sales. The estimated itrgfageather on earnings is based on the
number of customers, temperature variances anantioeint of natural gas or electricity the averagsamer historically uses per degree of
temperature. Accordingly, deviations in weathenfmormal levels can affect Xcel Energy’s finangaftformance, 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 averagestatope and humidity. Heating degree-days (HDDfiésmeasure 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 al&id-ahrenheit. Each degree of
temperature above 65° Fahrenheit is counted asawlang degree-day, and each degree of temperbélog 65° Fahrenheit is counted as
one heating degree-day. In Xcel Energy’s more dwservice territories, a THI is used in place off;vhich adds a humidity factor to
CDD. HDD, CDD and THI are most likely to impacethsage of Xcel Energy’s residential and commentiatomers. Industrial customers
are less sensitive to weather.

Normal weather conditions are defined as eithefl-year or 30year average of actual historical weather conditiohhe historical period
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 calculsempact of weather on demand, a demand factppsied to the weather impact on sale
defined above to derive the amount of demand assativith the weather impact.

48




Table of Contents

The percentage increase (decrease) in normal andl &DD, CDD, and THI are provided in the followitable:

Three Months Ended Sept. 30 Nine Months Ended Sept. 30
2013 vs. 2012 vs. 2013 vs. 2013 vs. 2012 vs. 2013 vs.
Normal Normal 2012 Normal Normal 2012
HDD (44.6% (23.9% (30.9)% 5.4% (21.9)% 33.4%
CDD 15.€ 33.1 (11.9) 25.2 46.¢ (13.7)
THI 28.C 34.% (2.2 23.C 37.2 (9.7

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

Three Months Ended Sept. 30 Nine Months Ended Sept. 30
2013 vs. 2012 vs. 2013 vs. 2013 vs. 2012 vs. 2013 vs.
Normal Normal 2012 Normal Normal 2012
Retail electric $ 004 $ 007¢ $ (0.029 $ 007¢ $ 0.08 $ (0.009
Firm natural gas (0.007) (0.007) — 0.01t (0.030 0.04¢
Total $ 0047 $ 0078 $ (0029 $ 0.094 $ 005 $ 0.04]

Sales Growtt(Decline)— The following tables summarize Xcel Energy’s s@esnth (decline) for actual and weather-normaligatks in
2013:

Three Months Ended Sept. 30

Weather
Actual Normalized
Electric residential (2.9% 0.€%
Electric commercial and industrial (0.5 0.1
Total retail electric sales (1. 0.2
Firm natural gas salé® 4.¢ 5.2
Nine Months Ended Sept. 30
Nine Months Ended Sept. 30 (Without Leap Day)
Weather Weather
Actual Normalized Actual Normalized
Electric residential 2.7% 0.1% 3.2% 0.7%
Electric commercial and industrial (0.9 (0.6) 0.1 (0.7
Total retail electric sales 0.4 (0.9 0.¢ 0.1
Firm natural gas salé® 31.:2 3.7 32.¢ 4.6

@ As normal weather conditions are typically defirzesca 30-year average of actual historical weatheditions, significant weather variations in pesaxf low demand may
result in large percentage changes on small volumes

Electric Revenues and Margin
Electric revenues and fuel and purchased powemmsgseare largely impacted by the fluctuation ingtiee of natural gas, coal and uranium

used in the generation of electricity, but as altexf the design of fuel recovery mechanisms tmwer current expenses, these price
fluctuations have little impact on electric margifihe following table details the electric revenaas margin:

Three Months Ended Sept. 30 Nine Months Ended Sept. 30
(Millions of Dollars) 2013 2012 2013 2012
Electric revenues $ 2,60C $ 253 $ 6,91 $ 6,50¢
Electric fuel and purchased power (1,099 (1,007 (3,039 (2,725
Electric margin $ 1,50: $ 1,52¢ $ 3,87¢ $ 3,781
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The following tables summarize the components efdiianges in electric revenues and electric margin:

Electric Revenue:

Three Months Nine Months
Ended Sept. 30 Ended Sept. 30
(Millions of Dollars) 2013 vs. 2012 2013 vs. 2012
Fuel and purchased power cost recovery $ 78 % 284
Retail rate increase® 46 177
Transmission revenue 20 57
Non-fuel riders 7 10
Firm wholesale (10) (29
Conservation and demand side management (DSM)arogrcentives ()] (26)
PSCo earnings test refund obligation (12 (20
SPS 2004 FERC complaint case ordgrs (5) (5)
Estimated impact of weather (20) (D)
Other, net 5 (15)
Total increase in ongoing electric revenues 93 432
SPS 2004 FERC complaint case ord@rs (26) (26)
Total increase in GAAP electric revenues $ 67 $ 40€
Electric Margin
Three Months Nine Months
Ended Sept. 30 Ended Sept. 30
(Millions of Dollars) 2013 vs. 2012 2013 vs. 2012
Retail rate increasé® $ 446 $ 177
Transmission revenue, net of costs 9 29
Non-fuel riders 7 10
Conservation and DSM program incentives ()] (26)
PSCo earnings test refund obligation (12 (20
Firm wholesale @) (20
SPS 2004 FERC complaint case orders (5) 5)
Estimated impact of weather (20) Q)
Other, net — (22)
Total increase in ongoing electric margin 2 12%
SPS 2004 FERC complaint case ordgrs (26) (26)
Total (decrease) increase in GAAP electric margin $ (249 $ 97

®  The retail rate increases include final rates infdisota, Colorado, Wisconsin, South Dakota andsTard interim rates, subject to refund, in Norttk@a. The Minnesota
rate increase is net of a provision for customiemmds of $69 million for the third quarter of 20a48d $116 million for the nine months ended Sept28A3 based on the
final rate order received for the 2013 electrieresise. In addition, revenues and expenses wareaadby approximately $30 million, primarily reldt® depreciation
expense of $24 million and O&M expenses of $6 orillin the third quarter of 2013 due to the ordee Bote 5 to the consolidated financial statementirther
discussion.

®  As aresult of two orders issued by the FERC, tagreharge of approximately $35 million ($31 mitii; electric revenues, of which $5 million relate2013 and $26
million relates to periods prior to 2013, and $4lion in interest charges) was recorded in thedtijuarter of 2013. See Note 5 to the consolidateh€ial statements for
further discussion.

50




Table of Contents

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. Thedafing table details natural gas revenues and margin

Three Months Ended Sept. 30 Nine Months Ended Sept. 30
(Millions of Dollars) 2013 2012 2013 2012
Natural gas revenues $ 20 % 178 $ 1,21¢ $ 1,017
Cost of natural gas sold and transported (75) (50 (703 (557
Natural gas margin $ 13C $ 128§ 51 % 46C

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

Natural Gas Revenue

Three Months Nine Months

Ended Sept. 30 Ended Sept. 30
(Millions of Dollars) 2013 vs. 2012 2013 vs. 2012
Purchased natural gas adjustment clause recovery $ 27 % 14¢€
Estimated impact of weather — 34
Retail rate increases (Colorado interim and Wistpns 7 8
Retail sales growth 1 7
Conservation and DSM program revenues (offset ipgrses) (§h)] 4
Other, net 4 2

Total increase in natural gas revenues $ 30 % 19¢

Natural Gas Margin

Three Months Nine Months

Ended Sept. 30 Ended Sept. 30
(Millions of Dollars) 2013 vs. 2012 2013 vs. 2012
Estimated impact of weather $ — 3 34
Retail rate increases (Colorado interim and Wistpns 7 8
Retail sales growth 1 7
Conservation and DSM program revenues (offset ipgrses) (0] 4
Other, net 2 —

Total increase in natural gas margin $ 5 % 53
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Non-Fuel Operating Expenses and Other ltems

O&M Expenses— O&M expenses increased $43.8 million, or 8.2 perden the third quarter of 2013 and $90.9 millian,5.8 percent, for
the nine months ended Sept. 30, 2013 comparedtdthame periods in 2012. The following table sunuaa the changes in O&M
expenses:

Three Months Nine Months
Ended Sept. 30 Ended Sept. 30
(Millions of Dollars) 2013 vs. 2012 2013 vs. 2012
Electric and gas distribution expenses $ 15 $ 32
Nuclear plant operations and amortization 13 28
Transmission costs 2 11
Employee benefits 5 4
Other, net 9 16
Total increase in O&M expenses $ 44 $ 91

» Electric and gas distribution expenses were griilpndriven by increased maintenance activities thuvegetation management,
storms and outages;

* Nuclear cost increases are related to the amadirzaf prior outages and initiatives designed tpiiave the operational efficienci
of the plants;

* Increased transmission costs were related to higifestation maintenance expenditures and reliploitists; an

» Higher employee benefits related primarily to irsed pension expen

Depreciation and Amortizatio— Depreciation and amortization decreased $10.8omjlor 4.4 percent, for the third quarter of 2GRl
increased $26.8 million, or 3.9 percent, for theemnonths ended Sept. 30, 2013 compared with the pariods in 2012. NSP-Minnesota
reduced depreciation expense by $24 million inthiirel quarter of 2013 to reflect the final rate erdeceived for the 2013 Minnesota electric
rate case. This reduction was offset by increasgdatiation related to normal system expansion.

Taxes (Other Than Income Taxes)- Taxes (other than income taxes) increased $4libmior 4.6 percent, for the third quarter of 304nd
$14.9 million, or 4.9 percent, for the nine mongimsled Sept. 30, 2013 compared with the same parid@®l2. The increases are due to
higher property taxes primarily in Minnesota, Caldo and Texas.

AFUDC — AFUDC increased $4.4 million for the third quartér2013 and $22.4 million for the nine months en8egt. 30, 2013 compared
with the same periods in 2012. The increases ameaply due to construction related to the CACXe expansion of transmission facilities
and other capital expenditures.

Interest Charge<— Interest charges decreased $9.0 million, or 5.8gwey for the third quarter of 2013 and $26.3 wilior 5.7 percent, for
the nine months ended Sept. 30, 2013 comparedtidtiame periods in 2012. The decreases are pisirdas to refinancings at lower
interest rates. This is partially offset by highmrg-term debt levels, $4 million of interest associatétth the customer refund at SPS base:
the recent FERC orders and $3 million of interesbaiated with customer refunds in Minnesota baseithe final rate order received for the
2013 Minnesota electric rate case. Also includedte nine months ended Sept. 30, 2013 was the wffitof $6.3 million of unamortized
debt expense related to the junior subordinatedsncdlled in May 2013.

Income Taxes— Income tax expense for continuing operations dee&9.5 million for the third quarter of 2013 cargd with the same
period in 2012. The decrease in income tax expemaseprimarily due to lower pretax earnings. The EdRcontinuing operations was 34.7
percent for the third quarter of 2013 compared BBLB percent for the same period in 2012. The idwleR for 2012 was primarily due to a
one time tax benefit related to the restoratioa pbrtion of the tax benefit written off in 201Gsasiated with federal subsidies for prescrip
drug plans. The ETR would have been 36.6 percerihéthird quarter of 2012 without this tax benhefi
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Income tax expense for continuing operations irsgd&30.5 million for the first nine months of 2@i8npared with the same period in 2(
The increase in income tax expense was primarigytdthigher pretax earnings. The ETR for continuwipgrations was 34.0 percent for the
nine months ended Sept. 30, 2013 compared with[B3&nt for the same period in 2012. The ETR28413 reflect the benefits of research
and experimentation credits, increased permanantpélated adjustments and a 2013 carryback itéma lower ETR for the nine months
ended Sept. 30, 2012 reflects a one time adjustfoeattax benefit associated with a carryback atak benefit related to the restoration of a
portion of the tax benefit written off in 2010 aswded with federal subsidies for prescription dplans. As a result, Xcel Energy recognized
discrete tax benefits of approximately $14.9 millfor the carryback and $17 million for the tax bnassociated with the federal subsidies.
The ETR would have been 36.0 percent for the niaeths ended Sept. 30, 2012 without these tax ksnefi

Public Utility Regulation
NSP-Minnesota

NSP-Minnesota — Minnesota 2014 Multi-Year Electric RaCase —n November 2013, NSP-Minnesota expects to fileudtinyear rate pla
for its Minnesota retail electric jurisdiction. Tlkase will be based on a 2014 FTY and will incladequest for incremental rate recovery for
certain capital related costs in 2015. The caseiven by substantial investment in the systemchuiing the replacement of the steam
generator at Prairie Island; the life extensiothatnuclear plants, the return to service of Shehaiv 3 and additional owned wind generation.
The rate case also will reflect higher propertyegaand other general business costs. Interim ibgct to refund, are expected to take e

in January 2014. NSP-Minnesota also anticipateednting a mitigation plan, as part of the rateecés lessen the impact on the customer
bill. NSP-Minnesota’s mitigation plan could incluflether accelerating a theoretical depreciatiseree and/or utilizing expected
Department of Energy refunds in excess of amouggsied to fund its decommissioning expense.

NSP-Minnesota — Minnesota Resource Plar In March 2013, the MPUC approved NSP-Minneso28$12025 Resource Plan and orde
a competitive acquisition process be conducted thighgoal of adding approximately 500 megawatts (Mi\generation to the NSP System
by 2019. Bid proposals were received in April 2013

In September 2013, NSP-Minnesota submitted testnmthe MPUC and recommended a dmlfld, 215 MW natural gas combustion turk
at the Black Dog site and either Calpine’s Manlaimbined cycle natural gas project or Invenesgyannon Falls combustion turbine nati
gas project. Hearings were held in October 2018. ddmpetitive acquisition schedule is expectedetabfollows:

e ALJreport due Dec. 31, 2013; ¢
» Afinal MPUC decision in the first quarter of 20

In the first half of 2013, NSP-Minnesota also isbaeRequest for Proposal (RFP) for wind generatimthe extent that cost effective
opportunities can be identified. In addition, NSiesota filed a petition with the MPUC and the NE@Pseeking approval of four wind
generation projects. The potential projects ar®lkswvs:

* A 200 MW ownership project for the Pleasant Vallgnd farm in Minnesota, which is expected to berafienal by October 201

A 150 MW ownership project for the Border Winaid farm in North Dakota, which is expected todperational by 2015. The
feasibility of the Border Winds project is depentden transmission costs which will be determinedvhigicontinent Independent
System Operators (MISO);

* A 200 MW purchased power agreement (PPA) with GemorEnergy for the Odell wind farm in Minnesotad

A 200 MW PPA with Geronimo Energy for the Courtengnd farm in North Dakoti

On Oct. 17, 2013, the four projects were approwethe MPUC. A NDPSC decision is anticipated by ¢nd of 2013.

In September 2013, the Minnesota Center for Enwremtal Advocacy filed a motion with the MPUC askthgt a new proceeding be
undertaken to update and expand Minnesota’s envieotal externality values. The motion is currepiynding the MPUC's action.
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CapX2020 Transmission Expansios- In 2009, the MPUC approved separate CON applicatiortonstruct one 230 kilovolt (kV) electric
transmission line and three 345 kV electric trassion lines as part of the CapX2020 project. Wiemated cost of the four transmission
projects is $1.9 billion. NSP-Minnesota and NSPs®dnsin are responsible for approximately $1.1dnilbf the total cost. The remainder of
the costs will be borne by other utilities in thgpar Midwest. These cost estimates will be updagethe projects progress.

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

In May 2012, the MPUC issued a route permit forMirnesota portion of the project and the PSCW apgd a CPCN for the Wisconsin
portion of the project. Federal approval of thejgct was granted in January 2013. All avenuezppgal for the grant of project permits hi
now been exhausted. In July 2013, the FERC dengeainglaint filed by two citizen groups in March Z)dgainst the project. Construction
the project started in Minnesota in January 20XBtha project is expected to go into service in5201

Minnesota Solar Legislatio— In May 2013, Minnesota’s Governor signed into lagislation requiring that 1.5 percent of a pubtitity’s
total electric retail sales to retail customerd,ofecustomer exclusions, be generated using solargy by 2020. Of the 1.5 percent, 10 per
must come from systems sized less than 20 kilowEltts legislation also authorized NSP-Minnesotafter two new solar programs: a
community solar garden program that will providi driedits to participating solar garden subscibend a new solar energy incentive
program for solar energy systems equal to or leems 20 kilowatts that authorizes the spendingwaf fnillion dollars over five years for
production incentive payments. NSP-Minnesota sulohits proposal for a community solar garden paogto the MPUC on Sept. 30, 2013.
Under the terms of the solar legislation, the MPtd&y approve, disapprove or modify the program. N8fiesota is currently developing
the new solar energy incentive program. The letiisiaalso provides for an alternative tariff baseda distributed solar value or "Value of
Solar" methodology. The legislation requires the@&ément of Commerce (DOC) to develop and file whith MPUC a distributed solar value
methodology by Jan. 31, 2014. The MPUC must appnowalify with the consent of the DOC or disappréve methodology within 60 days.
Once the methodology is approved, NEBiPmesota may file a "Value of Solar" tariff. Thed® is conducting a series of workshops in 201
develop the "Value of Solar" methodology. NSP-Miswia provided comments to the DOC on the methogadbthis "Value of Solar"
alternative tariff on Oct. 1 and Oct. 8, 2013.

Minnesota Interim Ratemaking Rulin— In September 2013, the Minnesota Supreme Courtdsits decision affirming the MPUC’s
decision regarding Minnesota Power’s 2011 intewe request. The MPUC reduced Minnesota Poweesimtrate request by 60 percent
due to the existence of the following exigent amstiances: (1) timing of the case (filed within alas of receiving a final order in its prior
case), (2) size of the case, and (3) the stateeottonomy. In affirming the decision, the MinnasBtipreme Court found that the MPUC did
not exceed its statutory authority in finding exigeircumstances, and that the MPUC findings wapperted by substantial evidence. This
ruling clarifies the MPUC's authority when estaliigy interim rates.

Annual Automatic Adjustment (AAA) of Charge— As part of the 2012 AAA dockets in June 2013, tl@M@included a fuel clause incent
proposal that would normalize Fuel Clause AdjustnE@A) recovery using monthly patterns derivedrraverages of the prior three year
period, setting and fixing this level during a ratse with no adjustment between rate cases. N8Rdgota filed reply comments opposing
the DOC's proposal in August 2013 including a destration of the random and volatile results the DXXGel clause incentive proposal
would have had if it were in place during the 2@18-2 period. Other utilities filed reply commemis3eptember 2013 expressing similar
concern with the DOC's incentive proposal, furthieticating no support for modification to operatiofithe fuel clause. Subsequently, the
DOC requested the MPUC convene a stakeholder ngeetidiscuss general purpose and function of th& p@gram. On Oct. 24, 2013, the
MPUC allowed the DOC opportunity to discuss curigrdllenges in evaluating the prudence of fuelsgatosts. The 2012 AAA docket is
pending.

Additionally, the DOC has indicated it will reviegvudence of replacement power costs associatedhdgtBherco Unit 3 outage event within
the 2013 AAA docket.

Minneapolis, Minn. Franchise Agreemer— In August 2013, the Minneapolis City Council elettet to conduct a special election on Nov.
5, 2013 to pursue forming a municipal utility. Tkiénneapolis City Council has commissioned a studgxplore the various paths the City of
Minneapolis could take to achieve its energy gaalduding examination of potential utility partiséips, changes to how the City of
Minneapolis uses energy utility franchise fees dmedpotential for municipalization of one or botieegy utilities. Results of the study are due
in the first quarter of 2014. The franchise agresiméth the City of Minneapolis expires Dec. 31,120

54




Table of Contents
Nuclear Power Operations

NSF-Minnesota owns two nuclear generating plantsMbaticello plant and the Prairie Island plant. $&se 14 of Xcel Energy Inc.’'s
Annual Report on Form 10-K for the year ended [3d¢.2012 for further discussion regarding the narctgenerating plants.

NRC Regulation— The NRC regulates the nuclear operations of NSfbtota. Decisions by the NRC can significantipact the
operations of the nuclear generating plants. Meatat the nuclear generating plant in Fukushirapan in 2011 could impact the NRC's
deliberations on NSP-Minnesota’s Monticello powprate request and could also result in additioeglilation, which could require
additional capital expenditures or operating expensThe NRC has created an internal task foraéhisadeveloped recommendations on
whether it should require immediate emergency pegpreess and mitigating enhancements at U.S. reaatal any changes to NRC
regulations, inspection procedures and licensinggsses. In July 2011, the task force releaseddtsnmendations in a written report which
recommends actions to enhance U.S. nuclear gemgi@Eltint readiness to safely manage severe events.

In March 2012, the NRC issued three orders. THersrincluded requirements for mitigation stratedte beyond-design-basis external
events, requirements with regard to reliable spggitinstrumentation and requirements with regartetiable hardened containment vents,
which are applicable to boiling water reactor comteents at the Monticello plant. The NRC also estad additional information including
requirements to perform walkdowns of seismic anddlprotection, to evaluate seismic and flood hdeand to assess the emergency
preparedness staffing and communications capaliliti each plant. Based on current refueling eypéans 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 2017 refy@irtage at the Monticello plant and a new vefite@added by the second quarter of 2019
refueling outage. Portions of the work that faldenthe requests for additional information areeeted to be completed by 2018.

NSF-Minnesota expects that complying with these reaquiets will cost approximately $40 to $60 milliortla¢ Monticello and Prairie Islai
plants. NSP-Minnesota believes the costs assoamthdcompliance would be recoverable from custabrough regulatory mechanisms
and does not expect a material impact on its restdilbperations, financial position, or cash flows.

Nuclear Plant EPU

Monticello Nuclear Plant EPU— In 2008, NSP-Minnesota filed for both state ancefatiregulatory approvals of an EPU of approximatel
71 MW for NSP-Minnesota’s Monticello nuclear gertigrg plant. For state resource planning purpo$esMPUC approved the CON for the
EPU in 2008. Federal regulatory proceedings welaydd by concerns raised by the NRC’s Advisory Cadttem on Reactor Safeguards
(ACRS) related to containment pressure associatbdpump performance. In September 2012, NERresota made a supplemental filing
the NRC to address the containment accident pressurcern. In September 2013, the ACRS met with-M8fesota officials and
determined the issue was resolved, recommenditigetblRC that the EPU license be approved. The NR&Xpected to meet on this issue in
November 2013, and could approve the EPU licensthéoMonticello plant at that time. However, tleeléral government budget shutdow
October 2013 could delay this timing.

In July 2013, NSP-Minnesota completed implementatibthe equipment changes needed to support theidétio 20year life extension ar
EPU projects during the plant’s 2013 refueling getaHowever, the plant will not be permitted to iggpe at the higher uprate capacity levels
without NRC license approval. The Monticello planll commence ascension to higher power levelsoas @s the NRC EPU license is
received. A second NRC license is also neededdoegd to full uprate capacity, for final approvifuel configuration and utilization under
full uprate conditions. NSP-Minnesota expects tieiee approval of the second EPU license by the NR@e first half of 2014 pending any
impacts from the federal government shutdown inféieof 2013. The method and timing of rate reagvef the costs associated with the
Monticello life extension and EPU construction geig was included as part of the 2013 electricaase, and will again be addressed in the
2014 rate case currently planned to be filed ityedovember 2013. The project costs will be subfeca prudence review by the MPUC
coincident with the 2014 electric rate case. Sete8do the consolidated financial statementsdahger discussion. The prudence filing was
submitted to the MPUC on Oct. 18, 2013.
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The EPU project was completed concurrently with L@btrk at Monticello to support the 20-year extensid the operating license for the
plant. A preliminary cost estimate provided to HBUC in 2008 as part of the EPU CON filing was @32illion, including both LCM and
EPU work. Final costs of the project after comiplebf the 2013 refueling outage were approxima#&§5 million, but could be reduced
depending on the results of ongoing vendor cosbtiggpns. The primary reasons for the increased estimates of Monticello’s LCM/EPU
project include (a) outside events have affectedNRC'’s schedule and requirements, adding timecastito the project; (b) our original
estimate was based on preliminary engineering asaheeptual framework before any detailed workwvitidis were scoped; and (c) we
discovered additional work was necessary once lamnpd work entered the construction phase duhie@011 and 2013 refueling outages.

PSCo

Colorado 2011 Electric Resource Plan (ERP) and 204IBSource Solicitation— In January 2013, the CPUC approved with modiites
the 2011 ERP. In March 2013, PSCo issued an AlKSoRFP for 250 MW by the end of 2018. PSCo alsoed a separate wind RFP for
PPAs only.

In September 2013, PSCo filed its preferred plah wie CPUC for resources through 2018, which itketuthe following:

» The addition of 450 MW of Colorado wind genesatPPAs. This additional wind would bring the itisté capacity on the PSCo’s
system in Colorado to 2,650 MW;
* The addition of 170 MW of utility-scale solarrgeation PPAs. PSCo currently has about 80 MW itifyuscale solar and 160 MW
of customer-sited solar generation;
» The addition of 317 MW of natural gas fired gezimn PPAs, which would come from existing Colargmbwer plants that
previously supplied PSCo, but at reduced prices.
» PSCo also examined whether to continue oper&tinglder company-owned power plants or to reptheen with new generation
resources. PSCo recommended:
o The permanent closure of the 109 MW, cliredel Unit 4 at the Arapahoe Generating StatioDénver at the end of 20:
o The permanent closure of the 45 MW, cfidel Unit 3 at the Arapahoe Generating Statioba@nver at the end of 2013; ¢
o The continued operation of Cherokee Generatiad@ts Unit 4 in Denver as a natural gas facitifter 2017 (the plant fuel
source will be switched to natural gas from coathgyend of 2017 as part of the CACJA Plan).

In October 2013, the CPUC approved the proposed RPAs, citing the significant benefit to customafracquiring these renewable
resources. The CPUC will consider the remainingmanendations later this fall with a decision expddbefore the end of 2013.

Boulder, Colo. Municipalization Exploratior— PSCo5 franchise agreement with the City of Boulder segbion Dec. 31, 2010. In Novem|
2010, the citizens of Boulder voted to impose atupational tax to replace franchise fee revenuaisvibbuld terminate when the franchise
agreement terminated. In November 2011, two balldsures were passed by the citizens of Bouldee. filst measure increased the
occupation tax to raise an additional $1.9 milllamually for funding the exploration costs of fongiia municipal utility and acquiring the
PSCo electric distribution system in Boulder. FBeeond measure authorized the formation and oparatia municipal light and power

utility and the issuance of enterprise revenue bpsadbject to certain restrictions, including tbedl of initial rates and debt service coverage.

Boulder Staff have performed a feasibility studynoeuanicipalization and in July 2013, recommended Bwulder create its own electric
utility. A Task Force of Boulder citizens met wi#8Co and City representatives from April througly dimd recommended continued
discussions between Boulder and Xcel Energy. Inuaug013, the Boulder City Council voted to autherthe acquisition of PSCo’s
transmission and distribution system in and neari@ on or after Jan. 1, 2014. The City Counabalirected City Staff to continue
discussions with PSCo through the citizen Task &orc PSCo proposals to meet the City’s energy éujoals.
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Boulder's feasibility study assumes that Boulder will acguhrough condemnation PSCo facilities (and custsrourrently served from the
PSCo facilities) that are located outside Bouldert®rporated limits. PSCo has petitioned the CRa@ declaratory ruling that Boulder
cannot serve PSCo’s customers outside Bouldegdiniits without obtaining a CPCN from the CPUC.dral deliberations on Oct. 9, 2013,
the CPUC declared that the CPUC has jurisdictiateur€olorado law to determine the utility that veiirve customers outside Boulder’s city
limits, and will determine what facilities needle constructed to ensure reliable service. The CBtd@d it believes that the cost of all new
facilities must be paid by Boulder. The CPUC demtathat it should make its determinations pricang eminent domain actions. A written
order is expected in the fourth quarter of 2013.

Boulder filed a petition with the FERC for a deelfmry ruling that if Boulder enters into a partiatjuirements wholesale contract with PSCo,
no stranded costs associated with the MW suppliel@iuthe partial requirements contract would bedlyeBoulder. In July 2013, the FERC
denied Boulder's petition, without prejudice.

There are two measures on the November ballocthdd affect Boulder's municipalization options.chizen petitioned measure would
require, among other things, voter approval ofttiial debt issued by Boulder in connection withnitsnicipal utility. A City Council referred
measure would limit facility acquisition cost tol¥2million.

PSCo would seek to obtain full compensation forgtaperty, and in this case, the business takdBdwyder as well as for all damages
resulting to PSCo and its system, and should Bowatiempt to condemn PSCo facilities PSCo would atek appropriate compensation for
stranded costs with the FERC.

SPS

PPA Approvals— On July 10, 2013, SPS filed with the NMPRC for authation to enter into three PPAs for approxima#0 MW of winc
power. These contracts were entered into by SP&cfmmomic purposes, not to meet the state mandategvable energy portfolios. A
decision is expected from the NMPRC prior to thd eh2013.

Summary of Recent Federal Regulatory Developments

The FERC has jurisdiction over rates for electdm$smission service in interstate commerce andriligg sold at wholesale, hydro facility
licensing, natural gas transportation, accountiagtices and certain other activities of Xcel Epdrgg.’s utility subsidiaries, including
enforcement of North American Electric Reliabil@prporation mandatory electric reliability standardtate and local agencies have
jurisdiction over many of Xcel Energy Ir's utility subsidiaries’ activities, including refation of retail rates and environmental matte3se
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¢.2012. In addition to the matters discussedvbetee Note 5 to the consolidated
financial statements for a discussion of other latguy matters.

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 projeatalifies as a multi-value project (MVP), the
costs would be fully allocated to all loads in MEO region. MVP eligibility is generally obtainddr higher voltage (345 kV and higher)
projects considered part of a portfolio of projeetpected to serve multiple purposes, such as wegreeliability, reduced congestion,
transmission for renewable energy, and load servibgrtain parties appealed the FERC MVP tarifeosdo the U.S. Court of Appeals for
Seventh Circuit (Seventh Circuit). In June 2018, $eventh Circuit upheld the FERC MVP tariff osdaliocating MVP project costs
regionally, but remanded the FERC decision to pptyathe regional charge to transmission serviaegactions crossing into the PIJM
Interconnection, LLC Regional Transmission Orgatiiza(RTO). U.S. Supreme Court review of the Sele@ircuit decision has been
requested; the U.S. Supreme Court’s response @imeriThe NSP System has certain new transmissiditities for which other customers in
MISO contribute to cost recovery. Likewise, themSystem also pays a share of the costs of prajenttructed by other transmission
owning entities. The transmission revenues redebyethe NSP System from MISO, and the transmissi@rges paid to MISO, associated
with projects subject to regional cost allocatiould be significant in future periods.
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FERC Order 1000, Transmission Planning and Cost édhtion (Order 1000}— The FERC issued Order 1000 in July 2011 adopiawg
requirements for transmission planning, cost atiooeand development to be effective prospectiveéiyOrder 1000, the FERC required
utilities to develop tariffs that provide for jointgional transmission planning and cost allocatiorall FERC-jurisdictional utilities within a
region. In addition, Order 1000 required that o@gi coordinate to develop interregional plansr@angmission planning and cost allocatior
key provision of Order 1000 is a requirement thARE-jurisdictional wholesale transmission tarifi€lede provisions that would grant the
incumbent transmission owner a federal Right oftHRefusal (ROFR) to build certain types of trarssioin projects in its service area.
Various parties have appealed Order 1000 finakrtdghe D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals. NSP-Minn@sand NSP-Wisconsin are
participating in the appeals in coordination withey MISO transmission owners and utilities who aggpcertain aspects of the rules,
including the ROFR prohibition. Initial briefs byagies challenging the final rules were filed inW2013. The FERC submitted its respon:
brief on Sept. 25, 2013. Reply briefs from all pegtare due on Nov. 15, 2013. Oral arguments havgat been scheduled. The Court is
unlikely to rule before 2014.

The removal of a federal ROFR will eliminate rigtiiat NSP-Minnesota, NSP-Wisconsin, and SPS cuyrbave under the MISO and
Southwest Power Pool, Inc. (SPP) tariffs to buddain transmission projects within their footpsintRather, the FERC required that the
opportunity to build such projects would extenatdmpetitive transmission developers. Compliandb @irder 1000 for NSP-Minnesota and
NSF-Wisconsin will occur through changes to the MIS@ift while compliance for SPS will occur throudtetSPP tariff. PSCo is not in an
RTO and therefore is responsible for making its @vder 1000 compliance filing. MISO, SPP, and P& made their initial compliance
filings to incorporate new provisions into theirit&s regarding regional planning and cost allogatiThe FERC has ruled on the regional
compliance filings for MISO, SPP and PSCo, diragfurther changes to fully address the requiremeh@rder 1000.

Filings to address interregional planning and edlstation requirements with other regions were enlag PSCo, MISO and SPP in May or
July 2013. The filings are pending action by th&REE In addition, SPP and MISO received an extensfahe deadline for filing their
interregional planning and cost allocation agreemeéti the Midcontinent Area Power Pool which wWikely delay that filing until late third
quarter of 2014.

NSF-System
In 2012, Minnesota enacted legislation that preseROFR rights for Minnesota utilities at the statel. This legislation is similar to

legislation previously passed in North Dakota andtB Dakota. Wisconsin has not developed suckletgn. The FERC's initial order on
MISO’s compliance filing to address the regionajuigements of Order 1000 required MISO to remowappsed tariff provisions that would
have recognized state ROFR rights and allowed stgidators to select the developer of a transonissioject and Xcel Energy has reque!
rehearing of this issue. The rehearing requestigling the FERC’s action. In a filing concurrenMt5O’s Order 1000 compliance filing, the
FERC accepted changes to MISO’s transmission dlosggion procedures that will protect the ROFR ffoojects needed for system
reliability.

PSCo

Colorado does not have legislation protecting R@GRts for incumbent utilities. PSCo submitteddnpliance filing to address the
regional planning and cost allocation requirementSrder 1000, proposing that PSCo would join thes#Zonnect region, a consortium of
utilities in the Western Interconnection. In Ma2®l3, the FERC issued its initial order on PS@ompliance filing and required a number
of changes. In April 2013, PSCo and other West@ohmembers requested rehearing on various aspfebis March 2013 order. While
requests for rehearing of the March 2013 ordeparaling, PSCo and other WestConnect jurisdictiatiifies made their compliance filings
on Sept. 20, 2013 to address directives in the M26d.3 order. The FERC is expected to rule in28E3 or early 2014 on the compliance
filing and the requests for rehearing that weredfilThe WestConnect members filed the interregiocoalpliance filing in May 2013 and
action on that filing is pending.

SPS

The FERC issued its initial order on SPP’s OrddXQl&gional compliance filing in July 2013. In theler, the FERC identified several areas
that will require a further compliance filing by BRo address regional compliance issues identifiethe FERC. Among other things, the
FERC rejected SPP’proposal to retain a ROFR for new transmissiafepts with operational voltages between 100 kV 30@ kV. Reques
for rehearing of the FERC’s July 2013 order weledfiAug. 19, 2013 and are pending the FER&:tion. The further SPP regional compliz
filing is due Nov. 15, 2013. The SPP interregior@hpliance filing was submitted in July 2013 angénding the FERC's action. With
respect to ROFR rights of incumbent utilities, XEelergy believes that Texas statutes protect tie af incumbent utilities operating outside
of the Electric Reliability Council of Texas to iruct and own transmission interconnected to thatems, though this view is disputed by
some parties. The State of New Mexico does no¢ hegislation protecting ROFR rights for incumbetilities.
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Environmental, Legal and Other Matters

See a discussion of environmental, legal and ottaters in Note 6 to the consolidated financiaiesteents.
Critical Accounting Policies and Estimates

Preparation of the consolidated financial statesiant related disclosures in compliance with GA@guires the application of accounting
rules and guidance, as well as the use of estimdties application of these policies involves judgns regarding future events, including the
likelihood of success of particular projects, legatl regulatory challenges and anticipated recovkcpsts. These judgments could
materially impact the consolidated financial stadeis and disclosures, based on varying assumptioreddition, the financial and operating
environment also may have a significant effecttendperation of the business and on the resultstexpeven if the nature of the accounting
policies applied have not changed. Item-Management’s Discussion and Analysis, in Xcel Epéng.’'s Annual Report on Form 10-K for
the year ended Dec. 31, 2012, includes a discusgiancounting policies and estimates that are sigsificant to the portrayal of Xcel
Energy’s financial condition and results, and tteajuire management’s most difficult, subjectiveeomplex judgments. Each of these has a
higher likelihood of resulting in materially diffent reported amounts under different conditiongsing different assumptions. As of Sept.
30, 2013, there have been no material changeditigsoset forth in Xcel Energy Inc.’s Annual Repon Form 10-K for the year ended Dec.
31, 2012.

Pending Accounting Changes

See a discussion of recently issued accountinggormeements and pending accounting changes in Ntot¢h2 consolidated financial
statements.

Derivatives, Risk Management and Market Risk

In the normal course of business, Xcel Energy amcl its subsidiaries are exposed to a variety oketaisks. Market risk is the potential I¢
that may occur as a result of adverse change®im#rket or fair value of a particular instrumentommodity. All financial and commodity-
related instruments, including derivatives, argetttto market risk. See Note 8 to the consolididiteancial statements for further discussion
of market risks associated with derivatives.

Xcel Energy is exposed to the impact of adversegbs in price for energy and energy-related pragudtich is partially mitigated by the
use of commodity derivatives. In addition to omgpmonitoring and maintaining credit policies irded to minimize overall credit risk, wh
necessary, management takes steps to mitigate ehangredit and concentration risks associatel igtderivatives and other contracts,
including parental guarantees and requests oftecdia While Xcel Energy expects that the courdaerps will perform under the contracts
underlying its derivatives, the contracts exposelEnergy to some credit and non-performance risk.

Though no material non-performance risk currentigts with the counterparties to Xcel Energy’s cowndlity derivative contracts, distress in
the financial markets may in the future impact tligk to the extent it impacts those counterpartiestress 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 bgemng into 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 instrumentgel Energy’s risk management policy allowsointanage 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 instrumedcel 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.
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At Sept. 30, 2013, the fair values by source fdraeenmodity trading contract assets were as follows

Futures / Forwards

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

(Thousands of Dollars) Value Less Than 1 Yeal Years Years Years Value
NSP-Minnesota 1 $ 9,031 $ 17,94¢ $ 2,55¢ $ 271 % 29,80
NSP-Minnesota 2 17z — — 1,00¢ 1,181
PSCo 1 474 — — — 474
$ 9,677 $ 17,94¢  $ 2,55€¢ $ 1,28 % 31,46:

Options

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

(Thousands of Dollars) Value Less Than 1 Yeal Years Years Years Value
NSP-Minnesota 2 $ 20C $ 26 $ — $ — 8 22¢€

1 — Prices actively quoted or based on activelytegigrices.
2 — Prices based on models and other valuationadsth

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

Nine Months Ended Sept. 30

(Thousands of Dollars) 2013 2012

Fair value of commodity trading net contract assetstanding at Jan. 1 $ 28,31 $ 20,42
Contracts realized or settled during the period (6,019 (9,779
Commodity trading contract additions and changesduweriod 9,392 17,24«
Fair value of commaodity trading net contract assetstanding at June 30 $ 31,68t $ 27,89

At Sept. 30, 2013, a 10 percent increase in mamkees for commodity trading contracts would in@e@retax income from continuing
operations by approximately $0.4 million, whered®gercent decrease would decrease pretax inaamecontinuing operations by
approximately $0.4 million. At Sept. 30, 2012, apgH¥cent increase in market prices for commodaglitrg contracts would increase pretax
income from continuing operations by approximatdy5 million, whereas a 10 percent decrease woeddedise pretax income from
continuing operations by approximately $0.5 million

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

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

Three Months

(Millions of Dollars) Ended Sept. 30 VaR Limit Average High Low
2013 $ 0.4 $ 3.0 $ 0.4 % 1.3 $ 0.1¢
2012 0.4¢ 3.0C 0.51 1.21 0.1¢

Interest Rate Risk— Xcel Energy is subject to the risk of fluctuatiimgerest rates in the normal course of busine&xl Energy’s risk
management policy allows interest rate risk to laaged through the use of fixed rate debt, floatitg debt and interest rate derivatives
such as swaps, caps, collars and put or call aption

At Sept. 30, 2013 and 2012, a 100-basis-point ahamghe benchmark rate on Xcel Energy’s variahte debt would impact pretax interest

expense annually by approximately $4.4 million &4d2 million, respectively. See Note 8 to the abidsited financial statements for a
discussion of Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsidiaiigerest rate derivatives.
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Credit Risk —Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsidiaries are also sggddo credit risk. Credit risk relates to thé 0§ loss resulting from
counterparties’ nonperformance on their contraabbdibations. Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsidiameaintain credit policies intended to
minimize overall credit risk and actively monittvese policies to reflect changes and scope of tipesa

At Sept. 30, 2013, a 10 percent increase in comiypdices would have resulted in a decrease initceggosure of $37.2 million, while a
decrease in prices of 10 percent would have rebsuitan increase in credit exposure of $12.7 mmllié\t Sept. 30, 2012, a 10 percent incrt

in commodity prices would have resulted in a desean credit exposure of $10.7 million, while am@ese in prices of 10 percent would have
resulted in an increase in credit exposure of $a8lifon.

Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsidiaries conduct stat@redit reviews for all counterparties. XcekEyy employs additional credit risk control
mechanisms when appropriate, such as letters ditcparental guarantees, standardized mastengetjreements and termination provisi
that allow for offsetting of positive and negatmeposures. Credit exposure is monitored and, wieerssary, the activity with a specific
counterparty is limited until credit enhancemengrisvided. Distress in the financial markets canlttease Xcel Energy’s credit risk.

Fair Value Measurements

Xcel Energy follows accounting and disclosure gomkaon fair value measurements that contains aretey for inputs used in measuring 1
value and requires disclosure of the observalilitthe inputs used in these measurements. See8\otthe consolidated financial stateme
for further discussion of the fair value hieraramnd the amounts of assets and liabilities measatrédr value that have been assigned to
Level 3.

Commodity Derivatives— Xcel Energy continuously monitors the creditwardss of the counterparties to its commaodity deiveacontracts
and assesses each counterparty’s ability to perforthe transactions set forth in the contractieGthis 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 Sept. 30, 2048justments to fair value for credit risk of comnitydrading instruments are recorded in
electric revenues. Credit risk adjustments foenttommodity derivative instruments are deferredther comprehensive income or
regulatory assets and liabilities. The classiftmats a regulatory asset or liability is baseddommission approved regulatory recovery
mechanisms. Xcel Energy also assesses the impigetoavn credit risk when determining the fair walof commaodity derivative

liabilities. The impact of discounting commaoditgrivative liabilities for credit risk was immatelria the fair value of commodity derivative
liabilities at Sept. 30, 2013.

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 aalilities represent 2.8 percent and 40.1 percetttaf assets and liabilities, respectively,
measured at fair value at Sept. 30, 2013.

Determining the fair value of FTRs requires numermanagement forecasts that vary in observahitithiding various forward commodity
prices, retail and wholesale demand, generatiorresudting transmission system congestion. Gitenlimited observability of
management’s forecasts for several of these inthasg instruments have been assigned a Leveté®el B commodity derivatives assets and
liabilities included $45.9 million and $4.4 millicf estimated fair values, respectively, for FTR&dhat Sept. 30, 2013.

Determining the fair value of certain commodityvi@rds and options can require management to makefisibjective price and volatility

forecasts which extend to periods beyond thoselyealoservable on active exchanges or quoted biéyso When less observable forward
price and volatility forecasts are significant gtefmining the value of commaodity forwards and opsi these instruments are assigned to
Level 3. Level 3 commodity derivative assets aalilities included $2.7 million of forwards and options at Sept. 30, 2013.

Nuclear Decommissioning Fun— Nuclear decommissioning fund assets assigne@vell3 consist of private equity investments arad re
estate investments. Based on an evaluation of MiBResota’s ability to redeem private equity inveshts and real estate investment funds
measured at net asset value, estimated fair védudéisese investments totaling $103.8 million ie tiuclear decommissioning fund at Sept.
30, 2013 (approximately 6.3 percent of total assetasured at fair value) are assigned to Lev&@alized and unrealized gains and losse
nuclear decommissioning fund investments are dedeais a regulatory asset.
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Liquidity and Capital Resources

Cash Flows

Nine Months Ended Sept. 30
(Millions of Dollars) 2013 2012
Cash provided by operating activities $ 2,00 $ 1,572

Net cash provided by operating activities increg®£8tl million for the nine months ended Sept. 31,3 compared with the nine mon
ended Sept. 30, 2012. The increase was the ashitjher net income, changes in working capithltesl to the timing of payments and
receipts and 2012 interest rate swap settlemeatsalty offset by increased purchases of natuaal g

Nine Months Ended Sept. 30
(Millions of Dollars) 2013 2012
Cash used in investing activities $ 2,31) $ (1,610

Net cash used in investing activities increasedl$7dlion for the nine months ended Sept. 30, 2@bBnpared with the nine months ent
Sept. 30, 2012. The increase was the result diehigapital expenditures related to nuclear, trasson and CACJA projects, as well as the
change in restricted cash associated with the BOtRar waste disposal settlement.

Nine Months Ended Sept. 30
(Millions of Dollars) 2013 2012
Cash provided by financing activities $ 327 % 724

Net cash provided by financing activities decregg@@i7 million for the nine months ended Sept. 31,3 compared with the nine mon
ended Sept. 30, 2012. The decrease was primayalhigher repayments of previously existing sterm debt and lower proceeds from
issuances of long-term debt, partially offset bggeeds from issuances of common stock.

Capital Requirements

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

Regulation of Derivative— In July 2010, financial reform legislation was padshat provides for the regulation of derivatikensactions
amongst other provisions. Provisions within tHegrovide the Commodity Futures Trading Commiss{@kTC) and the SEC with expanc
regulatory authority over derivative and swap teaions. Regulations effected under this legistatiould preclude or impede some types of
over-the-counter energy commodity transactionsarmnequire clearing through regulated central cerpdrties, which could negatively
impact the market for these transactions or resktensive margin and fee requirements.

As a result of this legislation there will be méémcreased reporting requirements for certailumes of derivative and swap activity. In
April 2012, the CFTC ruled that swap dealing atyivionducted by entities under a notional limittialy set at $8 billion with further
potential reduction to $3 billion after five yeavs]l fall under the de minimis exemption level awdl not subject an entity to registering as a
swap dealer. Xcel Energy’s current and projecteapsactivity is below this de minimis level. Th&TC has set an $800 million de minimis
volume exemption for swaps with “Utility Special tiies,” defined by the CFTC as primarily entitiesning or operating electric or natural
gas facilities and government entities, after whiwh entity would have to register as a swap dedlae bill also contains provisions that
should exempt certain derivatives end users fromamud the clearing and margin requirements. Xaedrgy does not expect to be materially
impacted by the margining provisions. Xcel Enelngg completed its review of the additional repgriiligations for “trade options,” which
are physical electric and gas contracts that comaibedded volumetric and/or price optionality. tii¢ time, none of the contracts reviewed
qualify as a “trade option.” However, this detemation is subject to change as additional Dodd¥#sat rules are finalized and subsequent
transactions are executed. Xcel Energy is cugrenéleting all other reporting requirements.
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Pension Fund— Xcel Energy’s pension assets are invested in aslfied portfolio of domestic and international é@gisecurities, shorterm
to long-duration fixed income securities, and al&give investments, including private equity, restiate, hedge fund and commodity
investments.

* In 2013, contributions of $192.2 million were deaacross four of Xcel Energy’s pension plans. I X&rergy does not expect
additional pension contributions during 2013;

* In 2012, contributions of $198.1 million were desacross 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 short-term fundiregeds depend in large part on
financing needs for construction expenditures, wuaylkcapital and dividend payments.

Short-Term Investments —Xcel Energy Inc., NSP-Minnesota, NSP-Wisconsin, 886d SPS maintain cash operating and short-term
investment accounts. At Sept. 30, 2013, approxip&4.3 million of cash was held in these accounts

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

*  $300 million for Xcel Energy Inc
«  $700 million for PSCc

e $500 million for NSPMinnesota
»  $300 million for SPS; ar

e $150 million for NSPWisconsin

Commercial paper outstanding for Xcel Energy wafbsws:

Three Months Ended Sept. Twelve Months Ended Dec.

(Amounts in Millions, Except Interest Rates) 30, 2013 31, 2012
Borrowing limit $ 2450 % 2,45(
Amount outstanding at period end 30z 602
Average amount outstanding 347 40z
Maximum amount outstanding 491 634
Weighted average interest rate, computed on a tasis 0.27% 0.3%%
Weighted average interest rate at period end 0.2t 0.3¢

Credit Facilities —As of Oct. 22, 2013, Xcel Energy Inc. and its tyisubsidiaries had the following committed crdditilities available to
meet liquidity needs:

(Millions of Dollars) Credit Facility © Drawn ® Available Cash Liquidity
Xcel Energy Inc. $ 800.C % 314.C % 486.C $ 02 % 486.2
PSCo 700.( 6.€ 693.2 105.t 798.1
NSP-Minnesota 500.( 76.€ 423.] 0.1 423.2
SPS 300.C 50.C 250.( 0.z 250.2
NSP-Wisconsin 150.( 45.C 105.( 48.€ 153.¢
Total $ 2,450.C % 4927 % 1,957.0 % 154¢ $ 2,111.¢

@
(b)

These credit facilities expire in July 20
Includes outstanding commercial paper and lettecsealit
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Money Pool— Xcel Energy received FERC approval to establiskiliyumoney pool arrangement with the utility sidiiaries, subject to
receipt of required state regulatory approvalse itility money pool allows for short-term investmt&in and borrowings between the utility
subsidiaries. Xcel Energy Inc. may make investsénthe utility subsidiaries at market-based ieserates; 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 construction
programs, infuse equity in subsidiaries, fund aasquisitions and for other general corporate psgpo

During 2013, Xcel Energy Inc. and its utility sutisiies completed the following financings:

* PSCoissued $250 million of 2.50 percent firsirtgage bonds due March 15, 2023 and $250 millfdh@b percent first mortgage
bonds due March 15, 2043;

»  Xcel Energy Inc. issued $450 million of 0.75 peitcgenior unsecured notes due May 9, 2

*  NSF-Minnesota issued $400 million of 2.60 percent firstrtgage bonds due May 15, 2023;

» SPSissued $100 million of 4.50 percent first magegbonds due Aug. 15, 20

In March 2013, Xcel Energy Inc. filed a prospectupplement under which it may sell up to $400 wmillof its common stock through an at-
the-market offering program. No shares of commounkstvere issued through this program during theeltuarter of 2013. As of Sept. 30,
2013, Xcel Energy Inc. sold 7.7 million shares offietnon stock with net proceeds of $223 million.

On May 31, 2013, Xcel Energy Inc. redeemed thee®d00 million principal amount of its 7.60 pertgmior subordinated notes. Upon
redemption, Xcel Energy Inc. recognized $6.3 millaf related unamortized debt issuance costs esesttcharges.

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 materiavestors.

Earnings Guidance

Xcel Energy’s 2013 ongoing earnings will be in thpper half of the guidance range of $1.85 to $p&5share. Xcel Energy anticipates that
2013 GAAP earnings will be within the guidance ramg $1.85 to $1.95 per share. Key assumptiontetla 2013 earnings are detailed
below:

« Constructive outcomes in all remaining rate caskragulatory proceeding

» Normal weather patterns are experienced for thaimer of the yee

* Weatheradjusted retail electric utility sales are projelcte increase by approximately 0.0 percent to @rsent

» Weatheradjusted retail firm natural gas sales are progetriencrease by approximately 2 perc

» O&M expenses are projected to increase approximdteercent to 5 percent over 2012 ley

» Depreciation expense is projected to increase $iBi@mto $55 million over 2012 levels, reflectinge decision in the 2013 Minnes
electric rate case on the theoretical depreciatserve.

» Property taxes are projected to increase approgign&iL5 million to $20 million over 2012 leve

* Interest expense (net of AFUDE debt) is projected to decrease $30 million to $4ilan from 2012 levels

* AFUDC— equity is projected to increase approximately $20an to $25 million over 2012 level

* The ETR is projected to be approximately 33 perteBb percen

* Average common stock and equivalents are projeoteeé approximately 497 million shat
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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 regylgpooceedings, including the implementation ofeiith rates consistent w
historical precedent.

* Normal weather patterns are experienced for the

* Weatheradjusted retail electric utility sales are projelcte increase by approximately 0.5 perc

» Weatheradjusted retail firm natural gas sales are progetriadecline by approximately 0.0 percent to 2.&est

» Capital rider revenue is projected to increase4fy igillion to $50 million over 2013 projected les:

« 0O&M expenses are projected to increase apprdeima percent to 3 percent over 2qiBjected level:

» Depreciation expense is projected to incread® $dillion to $120 million over 201Brojected level:

» Property taxes are projected to increase apmabely $50 million to $55 million over 20X80jected level:

» Interest expense (net of AFUDE debt) is projected to decrease $0 to $10 milliemf2013projected level:

* AFUDC— equity is projected to increase approximately $1l0an to $15 million over 201%rojected level:

* The ETR is projected to be approximately 34 perteB6 percen

* Average common stock and equivalents are projeoteé approximately 506 million shat

Long-Term EPS and Dividend Growth Rate Objectives

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

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

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

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

Item 3— QUANTITATIVE AND QUALITATIVE DISCLOSURES ABOUT MARK  ET RISK

See Management'’s Discussion and Analysis under 2tem

Item 4 — CONTROLS AND PROCEDURES

Disclosure Controls and Procedures

Xcel Energy maintains a set of disclosure contaold procedures designed to ensure that informagiguired 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 disclestwntrols and procedures ensure that informagquired to be disclosed is accumulated
communicated to management, including the chietetkee officer (CEO) and chief financial officer FO), allowing timely decisions
regarding required disclosure. As of Sept. 30 32®hsed on an evaluation carried out under thersigion and with the participation of Xc
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 hasorred during the most recent fiscal quarter tlaast imaterially
affected, or is reasonably likely to materiallyead, Xcel Energy’s internal control over finanaiaporting.

Part Il — OTHER INFORMATION
Item 1 — LEGAL PROCEEDINGS

In the normal course of business, various lawsuits claims have arisen against Xcel Energy. Xoer§y has recorded an estimate of the
probable cost of settlement or other dispositiorsfech matters.
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Additional Information

See Note 6 to the consolidated financial statenfentsirther discussion of legal claims and enviramtal 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 documentedié@m 1A of Part | of its Annual Report on Form 1ddf the year ended Dec. 31, 2012,
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 Sept2603:

Issuer Purchases of Equity Securities

Maximum Number (or

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

July 1, 2013 — July 31, 2013 — — — _
Aug. 1, 2013 — Aug. 31, 2013 — — — _
Sept. 1, 2013 — Sept. 30, 2013 — — — _

Total — — —

Item 4 — MINE SAFETY DISCLOSURES

None.

Item 5 — OTHER INFORMATION

None.
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Item 6 — EXHIBITS

* Indicates incorporation by reference
+ Executive Compensation Arrangements and Benkfits"Covering Executive Officers and Directors

3.01* Amended and Restated Articles of Incorporation oéDEnergy Inc., as filed on May 17, 2012 (Exh&id1 to Form 8-K dated May
16, 2012 (file no. 001-03034)).

3.02* Restated By-Laws of Xcel Energy Inc. (Exhibit 3t01Form 8-K dated Aug. 12, 2008 (file no. 001-03))34

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

31.02Principal Financial Officer’s certifications pursudo 18 U.S.C. Section 1350, as adopted pursoeadécttion 302 of the Sarbanes-
Oxley Act of 2002.

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

99.01 Statement pursuant to Private Securities LitigaRefiorm Act of 1995.

101 The following materials from Xcel Energy Inc.’s Qtealy Report on Form 10-Q for the quarter endeptS20, 2013 are formatted
in XBRL (eXtensible Business Reporting Languagg)the Consolidated Statements of Income, (ii)@mnsolidated Statements of
Comprehensive Income (iii) the Consolidated Statémef Cash Flows, (iv) the Consolidated Balancee®) (v) the Consolidated
Statements of Common Stockholders’ Equity, (vi)@éoio Consolidated Financial Statements, anddueitument 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.

Oct. 25, 2013 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 31.02

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: Oct. 25, 2013

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




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: Oct. 25, 2013

/s/ BENJAMIN G.S. FOWKE Il
Benjamin G.S. Fowke Il
Chairman, President, Chief Executive Officer anceBtor
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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 quagaded Sept. 30, 2013, 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: Oct. 25, 2013

/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, 2012, 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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