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This Form 10-Q is filed by Xcel Energy Inc. Xcetétgy Inc. wholly owns the following subsidiarié¢orthern States Power Company, a
Minnesota corporation (NSP-Minnesota); Northerrt&t@ower Company, a Wisconsin corporation (NSRewvisin); Public Service
Company of Colorado (PSCo); and Southwestern P&aligice Company (SPS). Xcel Energy Inc. anddtssolidated subsidiaries are also
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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 prograemsxp

Depreciation and amortization
Taxes (other than income taxes)

Loss on Monticello life cycle management/extendedgr uprate project

Total operating expenses

Operating income

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

Interest charges and financing costs

Interest charges — includes other financing cobts o
$5,698 and $5,792, respectively

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

Income before income taxes
Income taxes
Net income

Weighted average common shares outstanding:
Basic
Diluted

Earnings per average common share:
Basic

Diluted

Cash dividends declared per common shat

Three Months Ended March 31

2015

2014

$ 2,224,86. $ 2,301,71

715,99t 879,68t
21,36( 21,20¢
2,962,21! 3,202,60:
950,13: 1,067,32.
472,37: 623,82t
10,04¢ 9,12¢
585,83( 560,14:
53,80¢ 77,54¢
273,09¢ 245,94
136,62¢ 124,70:
129,46: —
2,611,37 2,708,61.
350,84! 493,99.
3,161 3,201

7,77¢ 7,43¢
12,66( 21,907
144,94( 139,09:
(6,144 (9,54¢)
138,79t 129,54¢
235,64t 396,99:
83,58( 135,77:

$ 152,06t $ 261,22:
506,98 499,52
507,39: 499,74¢

$ 0.3C $ 0.5Z
0.3C 0.5Z

$ 03z % 0.3C



See Notes to Consolidated Financial Statements
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XCEL ENERGY INC. AND SUBSIDIARIES
CONSOLIDATED STATEMENTS OF COMPREHENSIVE INCOME (UN
(amounts in thousands)

Net income

Other comprehensive income

Pension and retiree medical benefits:

Amortization of losses included in net periodic éf#tncost,
net of tax of $569 and $550, respectively

Derivative instruments:
Net fair value decrease, net of tax of $(7) and,$€spectively

Reclassification of losses to net income, net »fofa
$382 and $358, respectively

Marketable securities:
Net fair value increase, net of tax of $0 and $84pectively

Other comprehensive income
Comprehensive income

See Notes to Consolidated Financial Statements

AUDITED)

Three Months Ended March 31

2015 2014
$ 152,066 $ 261,22
87¢€ 864
(11 ™)
58t 56C
574 g5
1 38
1,451 1,45¢
$ 15351 $ 262,67
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XCEL ENERGY INC. AND SUBSIDIARIES
CONSOLIDATED STATEMENTS OF CASH FLOWS (UNAUDITED)
(amounts in thousands)

Three Months Ended March 31

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

Net cash provided by operating activities

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

Net cash used in investing activities

Financing activities
(Repayments of) proceeds from short-term borrowings
Proceeds from issuance of long-term debt
Repayments of long-term debt
Proceeds from issuance of common stock
Dividends paid

Net cash (used in) provided by financing activities

Net change in cash and cash equivalents

2015 2014
152,06¢ $ 261,22:
277,38t 250,34

1,451 1,55¢
28,46+ 28,86
82,77: 150,46:
(1,389 (1,449

(12,660) (21,90
(7,776) (7,439

9,87¢ 8,85(

10,22¢ 5,37(
129,46: —
12,77¢ 7,38¢
(299 (140,967
183,97 111,41
92,01( 140,30:
56,68t (66,320
(99,029 (37,730
146,09 (259
34,64. 1,00¢
(85,469 (125,78
(5) 48,05¢
(25,88Y (20,34)
985,39 592,64
(770,609 (822,629
24,24 4,26(
12,66( 21,90;
(387,820 (229,549
386,11 227,90:
(321) (1,167
(2,645 (1,507)
(738,389 (800,770
(50,500) 6,00(
— 295,99

(458) (224
1,411 63,54¢
(144,02Y (132,03)
(193,569 233,29
53,43¢ 25,16¢



79,60¢ 107,14

Cash and cash equivalents at beginning of period

Cash and cash equivalents at end of period $ 133,04: $ 132,31
Supplemental disclosure of cash flow information:
Cash paid for interest (net of amounts capitalized) $ (161,71) $ (152,52)
Cash received (paid) for income taxes, net 62,69’ (164
Supplemental disclosure of non-cash investing arahting transactions:
Property, plant and equipment additions in accopaygble $ 239,90 $ 290,05t
14,43: 14,52¢

Issuance of common stock for reinvested dividemadis4D1(k) plans
See Notes to Consolidated Financial Statements
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XCEL ENERGY INC. AND SUBSIDIARIES
CONSOLIDATED BALANCE SHEETS (UNAUDITED)
(amounts in thousands, except share and per stae) d

March 31, 2015 Dec. 31, 2014
Assets
Current assets
Cash and cash equivalents $ 133,04: $ 79,60¢
Accounts receivable, net 826,79 826,50t
Accrued unbilled revenues 544,51¢ 728,49:.
Inventories 505,21 597,18¢
Regulatory assets 351,78 444,05t
Derivative instruments 38,90¢ 85,72
Deferred income taxes 383,46: 246,21(
Prepaid taxes 118,29: 185,48t
Prepayments and other 155,43! 171,11;
Total current assets 3,057,441 3,364,38!
Property, plant and equipment, net 28,966,91 28,756,91
Other assets
Nuclear decommissioning fund and other investments 1,867,42! 1,832,641
Regulatory assets 2,760,52. 2,774,211
Derivative instruments 51,73¢ 53,77t
Other 174,60t 175,95
Total other assets 4,854,29. 4,836,58:
Total assets 36,878,65 36,957,88
Liabilities and Equity
Current liabilities
Current portion of long-term debt 257,39¢ 257,72t
Short-term debt 969,00( 1,019,501
Accounts payable 898,00: 1,173,00!
Regulatory liabilities 393,05« 410,72¢
Taxes accrued 480,31: 396,61!
Accrued interest 131,57¢ 158,53t
Dividends payable 162,13( 151,72(
Derivative instruments 19,61¢ 21,63:
Other 463,43 475,11¢
Total current liabilities 3,774,52i 4,064,58:
Deferred credits and other liabilities
Deferred income taxes 6,085,78! 5,852,98:
Deferred investment tax credits 72,31: 73,69¢
Regulatory liabilities 1,185,47 1,163,42!
Asset retirement obligations 2,476,04! 2,446,63.
Derivative instruments 178,95 183,93
Customer advances 253,89! 256,94!
Pension and employee benefit obligations 850,82t 936,90
Other 286,48 264,65:
Total deferred credits and other liabilities 11,389,78 11,179,18



Commitments and contingencies

Capitalization

Long-term debt 11,499,47 11,499,63
Common stock — 1,000,000,000 shares authorize@.60%par value; 506,663,770 and
505,733,267 shares outstanding at March 31, 20d®ac. 31, 2014, respectively 1,266,65! 1,264,33.
Additional paid in capital 5,844,99! 5,837,33!
Retained earnings 3,209,90. 3,220,95!
Accumulated other comprehensive loss (106,689 (108,139
Total common stockholders’ equity 10,214,87 10,214,48
Total liabilities and equity $ 36,878,65 $ 36,957,88

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

CONSOLIDATED STATEMENTS OF COMMON STOCKHOLDERS' EQU ITY (UNAUDITED)

(amounts in thousands)

Three Months Ended March 31, 2015 and 2014

Balance at Dec. 31, 2013

Net income

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

Balance at March 31, 2014

Balance at Dec. 31, 2014

Net income

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

Balance at March 31, 2015

Common Stock Issued Accumulated Total

Other Common

Additional Paid Retained Comprehensive Stockholders’

Shares Par Value In Capital Earnings Loss Equity
497,97. $ 1,24492' $ 5,619,31. $ 2,807,98 $ (106,27) $ 9,565,95
261,22: 261,22:
1,45¢ 1,45t
(150,989 (150,989
3,18( 7,95( 55,77 63,72:
6,06t 6,06¢
501,15; $ 1,25287' $ 5,681,151 $ 291821 $ (104,82() $ 9,747,42
505,73 $ 1,264,33: $ 5,837,33( $ 3,220,950 $ (108,139 $ 10,214,48
152,06t 152,06t
1,451 1,451
(163,120 (163,120
931 2,32¢ 89: 3,21¢
6,772 6,772
506,66 $ 1,266,65 $ 584499 $ 3,209,900 $ (106,68) $ 10,214,87

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 ditedi consolidated financial statements contaimdilistments necessary to present
fairly, in accordance with accounting principlesgrally accepted in the United States of AmericAAB), the financial position of Xcel
Energy Inc. and its subsidiaries as of March 31528nd Dec. 31, 2014 ; the results of its operatiorcluding the components of net income
and comprehensive income, and changes in stockisbltguity for the three months ended March 31,528dd 2014 ; and its cash flows for
the three months ended March 31, 2015 and 2014adiistments are of a normal, recurring naturegpkas otherwise disclosed.
Management has also evaluated the impact of ewventgring after March 31, 2015 up to the date sfigsce of these consolidated financial
statements. These statements contain all necesdjustments and disclosures resulting from thaluati@n. The Dec. 31, 2014 balance sheet
information has been derived from the audited 2d@solidated financial statements included in tisel>XEnergy Inc. Annual Report on Fo
10-K for the year ended Dec. 31, 2014 . These rtotde consolidated financial statements have pegpared pursuant to the rules and
regulations of the SEC for Quarterly Reports omi@0-Q. Certain information and note disclosures nonynaltiuded in financial statemet
prepared in accordance with GAAP on an annual ltesie been condensed or omitted pursuant to slefand regulations. For further
information, refer to the consolidated financiatements and notes thereto, included in the Xcetdgninc. Annual Report on Form 10-K for
the year ended Dec. 31, 2014 , filed with the SEGeb. 20, 2015. Due to the seasonality of Xcekgyis electric and natural gas sales,
interim results are not necessarily an approphbase from which to project annual results.

1. Summary of Significant Accounting Policie

The significant accounting policies set forth intdld to the consolidated financial statements énxXbel Energy Inc. Annual Report on Form
10-K for the year ended Dec. 31, 2014 , approgyiatpresent, in all material respects, the curstatius of accounting policies and are
incorporated herein by reference.

2. Accounting Pronouncement
Recently Issuet

Revenue Recognitio— In May 2014, the Financial Accounting StandardsrBq&ASB) issuedRevenue from Contracts with Customers,
Topic 606 (Accounting Standards Update (ASU) N@4209), which provides a framework for the recognitiorr@fenue, with the objective
that recognized revenues properly reflect amoumisndity is entitled to receive in exchange for d®and services. This guidance, which
includes additional disclosure requirements regardévenue, cash flows and obligations relatedtdracts with customers, is effective for
interim and annual reporting periods beginningrditec. 15, 2016. In April 2015, the FASB tentativdkecided to defer the effective date by
one year, making the guidance effective for intesimd annual reporting periods beginning after &¢2017. This tentative decision will be
exposed for public input in an upcoming proposedJA@Bth a 30 -day comment period. Xcel Energy isrently evaluating the impact of
adopting ASU 2014-09 on its consolidated finanstatements.

Consolidation —In February 2015, the FASB issuAchendments to the Consolidation Analysis, Topic(88) No. 2015-02)which
reduces the number of consolidation models and dmegrtain consolidation principles related to alalé interest entities. This guidance will
be effective for interim and annual reporting pdsidbeginning after Dec. 15. 2015, and early adapigermitted. Xcel Energy is currently
evaluating the impact of adopting ASU 2015-02 srcitnsolidated financial statements.

Presentation of Debt Issuance Co— In April 2015, the FASB issueBimplifying the Presentation of Debt Issuance Cd&tbtopic 835-30
(ASU No. 2015-03)which amends existing guidance to require thegmtation of debt issuance costs on the balanet ahe deduction
from the carrying amount of the related debt, iadtef an asset. This guidance will be effectiveifiterim and annual reporting periods
beginning after Dec. 15, 2015, and early adoptgmermitted. Other than the prescribed reclassificaf assets to an offset of debt on the
consolidated balance sheets, Xcel Energy doesxpetcéethe implementation of ASU 2015-03 to haveatemal impact on its consolidated
financial statements.

3. Selected Balance Sheet Dé

(Thousands of Dollars) March 31, 2015 Dec. 31, 2014
Accounts receivable, net
Accounts receivable $ 882,62! $ 884,22!
Less allowance for bad debts (55,829 (57,719
$ 826,79° $ 826,50t
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(Thousands of Dollars) March 31, 2015 Dec. 31, 2014
Inventories
Materials and supplies $ 254,38! $ 244,09¢
Fuel 174,14¢ 183,24¢
Natural gas 76,67¢ 169,83!
$ 505,21: $ 597,18
(Thousands of Dollars) March 31, 2015 Dec. 31, 2014
Property, plant and equipment, net
Electric plant $ 33,541,95 $ 33,203,13
Natural gas plant 4,692,60. 4,643,45;
Common and other property 1,619,16! 1,611,48!
Plant to be retire® 64,13( 71,53¢
Construction work in progress 2,010,79 2,005,533
Total property, plant and equipment 41,928,64 41,535,14
Less accumulated depreciation (23,373,00) (13,168,41)
Nuclear fuel 2,396,97. 2,347,42.
Less accumulated amortization (1,985,69) (1,957,23))

$ 28,966,991 $ 28,756,91

®  PSCo has received approval for early retireme@tafrokee Unit 3 and Valmont Unit 5 between 20152017. Amounts are presented net of accumulatectdgion
4. Income Taxe!

Except to the extent noted below, Note 6 to thesobidated financial statements included in Xcelfggdnc.’'s Annual Report on Form 10-K
for the year ended Dec. 31, 2014 appropriatelyesgmts, in all material respects, the current staftwther income tax matters, and are
incorporated herein by reference.

Federal Audit — Xcel Energy files a consolidated federal incomer&turn. The statute of limitations applicable toceKEnergy’s 2009
federal income tax return expires in March 201&hkmthird quarter of 2012, the Internal RevenueriSe (IRS) commenced an examination
of tax years 2010 and 2011 , including the 2008ybaick claim. As of March 31, 2015, the IRS hadgmsed an adjustment to the federal tax
loss carryback claims that would result in $12 imiillof income tax expense for the 2009 through 28aiins, the recently filed 2013 claim,
and the anticipated claim for 2014. As of March 2115, the IRS has begun the Appeals process; leowihe outcome and timing of a
resolution is uncertain.

State Audite — Xcel Energy files consolidated state tax returrseldaon income in its major operating jurisdictiofi€olorado, Minnesot:
Texas, and Wisconsin, and various other state ieebased tax returns. As of March 31, 2015, Xcelr§yis earliest open tax years that are
subject to examination by state taxing authoritieiss major operating jurisdictions were as follw

State Year

Colorado 2009
Minnesota 2009
Texas 2009
Wisconsin 2010

As of March 31, 2015, there were no state incometatlits in progress.

Unrecognized Tax Benefits— The unrecognized tax benefit balance includempaent tax positions, which if recognized wouldaffthe
annual effective tax rate (ETR). In addition, theacognized tax benefit balance includes tempdeatyositions for which the ultimate
deductibility is highly certain but for which theiguncertainty about the timing of such dedudtiilA change in the period of deductibility
would not affect the ETR but would accelerate thgrnpent of cash to the taxing authority to an eapgariod.
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A reconciliation of the amount of unrecognized t&xefit is as follows:

(Millions of Dollars) March 31, 2015 Dec. 31, 2014

Unrecognized tax benefit — Permanent tax positions $ 16.2 $ 16.2

Unrecognized tax benefit — Temporary tax positions 53.7 50.:2
Total unrecognized tax benefit $ 70.C $ 66.£

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

(Millions of Dollars) March 31, 2015 Dec. 31, 2014
NOL and tax credit carryforwards $ 319 $ (28.5)

It is reasonably possible that Xcel Energy’s amaifntnrecognized tax benefits could significantfhange in the next 12 months as the IRS
appeals process progresses and state audits resare IRS appeals process moves closer to coimp|étis reasonably possible that the
amount of unrecognized tax benefit could decreas® approximately $10 million .

The payable for interest related to unrecognizedemefits is partially offset by the interest béressociated with NOL and tax credit
carryforwards. The payables for interest relatedri@cognized tax benefits at March 31, 2015 andl Bg, 2014 were not material. No
amounts were accrued for penalties related to ogrézed tax benefits as of March 31, 2015 or Dé¢2814.

5. Rate Matters

Except to the extent noted below, the circumstaseeorth in Note 12 to the consolidated finanstatements included in Xcel Energy Inc.’s
Annual Report on Form 10-K for the year ended [3d¢.2014 appropriately represent, in all mategapects, the current status of other rate
matters, and are incorporated herein by reference.

NSP-Minnesota
Pending Regulatory Proceedinc— Minnesota Public Utilities CommissioMPUC)

NSP-Minnesota — Minnesota 2014 Multi-Year Electric RaCase— In November 2013, NSP-Minnesota filed a two -y&lactric rate case
with the MPUC. The rate case was based on a rezfliestiurn on equity (ROE) of 10.25 percent , a p2fsent equity ratio, a 2014 average
electric rate base of $6.67 billion and an addal@average rate base of $412 million in 2015. TBNMinnesota electric rate case initially
reflected a requested increase in revenues of rippately $193 million , or 6.9 percent , in 2014laan additional $98 million , or 3.5
percent , in 2015. The request included a propeestedmoderation plan for 2014 and 2015. In Decer2béB, the MPUC approved interim
rates of $127 million , effective Jan. 3, 2014,jsabto refund.

In 2014, NSP-Minnesota revised its requested rateease to $115.3 million for 2014 and to $106.0ioni for 2015, for a total combined
unadjusted increase of $221.3 million .

In December 2014, the administrative law judge (Ak3ued her recommendations in the NSP-Minnedetdrie rate case. NSP-Minnesota
estimated that her recommendations would havetessi a rate increase of $69.1 million in 2014 andncremental rate increase of $122.4
million in 2015. In addition, she recommended &HERpf 9.77 percent and an equity ratio of 52.5 getrc

On March 26, 2015, the MPUC voted to approve a 2@fetincrease and a 2015 step increase. MBResota estimates the total rate incre

to be approximately $168 million , or 6.1 percebased on a 9.72 percent ROE and 52.50 perceryegtio. The MPUC largely approved
the ALJ's recommendations and the excess depreciedserve utilization of 50 percent , 30 percewt 20 percent in 2014, 2015, and 2016,
respectively. The MPUC did not adopt NSP-Minnesof16 rate case avoidance proposal. NSP-Minnesutiiating the preparation of its
2016 rate case. NSP-Minnesota will evaluate howthgsroceed including whether proposed legislationld provide alternative approaches,
whether rate moderation is available and whetherapose a single or multi-year request.
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The following table reconciles NSP-Minnesota’s ovéd request to the MPUC's March 26, 2015 verbalgien, including the estimated
ongoing impact of their March 6, 2015 verbal demisn the Monticello Prudence Review on the Minnasetail electric jurisdiction:

NSP- MPUC

2014 Rate Request (Millions of Dollars) Minnesota ALJ Decision

NSP-Minnesota’s filed rate request $ 1920 $ 1927 $  192.7
Sales forecast (with true-up to 12 months of actesdther-normalized sales) (38.5) (38.5) (38.5)
ROE — (28.9) (31.9
Monticello extended power uprate (EPU) cost recpver (12.2) (31.9) (37.6)
Property taxes (with true-up to actual 2014 acsjual (13.2) (13.2) (13.2)
Prairie Island EPU cost recovery (5.2 (5.2 (5.2
Health care, pension and other benefits (1.9 (1.9 (3.0
Other, net (6.5) (5.9 (5.9
Total 2014 $ 115: $ 69.1 $ 58.1

NSP- MPUC

2015 Rate Request (Millions of Dollars) Minnesota ALJ Decision

NSP-Minnesota’s filed rate request $ 98t $ 98t $ 98.t
Monticello EPU cost recovery 11.7 29.1 35.4
Depreciation / Retirements — — (0.5
Property taxes 3.3 3.3 3.3
Production tax credits to be included in base rates (12.0) (12.0) (12.7)
U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) settlement proceeds 10.1 10.1 10.1
Emission chemicals (1.6) (1.6) (1.6)
Other, net 1.7 0.7 0.z
Total 2015 step increase - prior to Monticello EPl¢ost disallowance $ 106.C $ 1224 $ 127.]
Total for 2014 and 2015 step increase - prior to Mtticello EPU cost disallowance $ 2217 $ 191t $ 185:¢
Monticello EPU cost disallowance - ongoing impact — — (18.2)
Total for 2014 and 2015 step increase - including dhticello EPU cost disallowance $ 2210 § 191f § 167

The MPUC also approved a full revenue decouplimgehyear pilot with a 3 percent cap on base rexéniuthe residential and small
commercial and industrial classes, based on astles, effective Jan. 1, 2016. The decoupling meshmwould eliminate the impact of
weather variability on electric sales for thesessts. NSP-Minnesota can seek to recover amountshaveap provided it can show that its
demand-side management and/or other initiativeg wesubstantial contributing factor to the dectingmergy consumption and that other non-
conservation factors were not the primary factordtie under-recovery.

The MPUC made no determination on NSP-Minnesatésim rate refund proposal. There are currently proposals in the case regarding
the potential refund for interim rates for 2014 &@15. NSP-Minnesota has requested that the MP&EE tine multi-year case as a single
period and net the two -year period for any pos#méfund/surcharge that could occur when finadsatre established. The Minnesota
Department of Commerce identified an alternativiéaopthat views each year of the multi-year cagmeately, which would result in lower
2015 revenues by approximately $3.5 million per thdretween Jan. 1, 2015 and the date that fine$ r@te determined. The final order is
expected to be issued May 8, 2015. NSP-Minnedeththe initial parts of a compliance filing calating the final authorized rates in April
2015 and plans to file the remaining portions dyfiftay 2015. The MPUC is expected to rule on intewdtes after the comment period for
compliance filing.

NSP-Minnesota — Nuclear Project Prudence Investigatien In 2013, NSP-Minnesota completed the Monticefio ¢ycle management
(LCM)/EPU project. The multi-year project extendbd life of the facility and increased the capaéityn 600 to 671 megawatts (MW).
Monticello LCM/EPU project expenditures were appnoately $665 million . Total capitalized costs weygproximately $748 million which
includes allowance for funds used during constamc(AFUDC). In 2008, project expenditures wereidtliy estimated at approximately $320
million , excluding AFUDC.

In 2013, the MPUC initiated an investigation toetatine whether the final costs for the MonticellBM/EPU project were prudent.
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On March 6, 2015, the MPUC voted to allow for fidtovery, including a return, on approximately $#dilion of the total plant costs
(inclusive of AFUDC), but only allow recovery ofehiemaining $333 million of costs with no returntbis portion of the investment over the
remaining life of the plant. Further, the MPUC detmed that only 50 percent of the investment wassered used and useful for 2014. As
a result of these determinations and assumingttier state commissions within the NSP System jiatigoshs adopt the MPUC's decisions,
Xcel Energy recorded an estimated pre-tax loss@93nillionin the first quarter of 2015. The remaining bookueaof the Monticello projec
represents the present value of the estimatedefutash flows allowed for by the MPUC.

In addition, the decision would reduce the 201%nese requirement and pre-tax income for Xcel Enéagguming other state commissions
adopt the MPUC decision) and the Minnesota retadtac jurisdiction as follows:

(Millions of Dollars) Revenue Pre-tax Income (a)
Xcel Energy $ 2t 8 16
Minnesota retail electric jurisdiction 18 12

@ pretax income reflects the net impact of the redustimrevenue and depreciation expe

Review of the final written order, which is antiatpd in the second quarter of 2015, could impadNBnnesota’s calculations. NSP-
Minnesota will have the ability to file for recodsiation.

NSP-Minnesota — 2015 Transmission Cost Recovery (TEGR}e Filing— In October 2014, the 2015 NSP-Minnesota TCRdilvas filed
with the MPUC, requesting recovery of $65.8 milli@in2015 transmission investment costs not preWonsluded in electric base rates. An
MPUC decision is anticipated in the second quat&015, with implementation of new rates soonradigproval.

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

NSP-Minnesota — South Dakota 2015 Electric Rate Caseln June 2014, NSP-Minnesota filed a request tiehSDPUC to increase South
Dakota electric rates by $15.6 million annually8dd percent , effective Jan. 1, 2015. The regsdsised on a 2013 historic test year (HTY)
adjusted for certain known and measurable chargez0fi4 and 2015, a requested ROE of 10.25 pereenaverage rate base of $433.2
million and an equity ratio of 53.86 percent . Treguest reflects NSP-Minnesota’s proposal to nmegevery of approximately $9.0 million
for certain TCR rider and Infrastructure rider gap to base rates.

Interim rates of $15.6 million , subject to refumeknt into effect in January 2015. At this timeg fharties are in settlement discussion and
further procedure scheduling may be establishedeesssary. Final rates are anticipated to betaféemid-2015.

PSCo
Pending and Recently Concluded Regulatory Procegdi— Colorado Public Utilities Commission (CPUC)

PSCo- Colorado 2014 Electric Rate Case In 2014, PSCo filed an electric rate case withGR&JC requesting an increase in annual
revenue of approximately $136.0 million , or 4.&3qent . The requested 2015 rate increase reflegipaximately $100.9 million
(subsequently updated to $98.7 million ) for reegw&f costs associated with the Clean Air ClearsJadtt (CACJA) project. The case also
requested the initiation of a CACJA rider for 2@ 2017, which was anticipated to increase revesemvery by approximately $34.2
million in 2016 and then decline to approximateR9® million in 2017.

In December 2014, PSCo filed rebuttal testimonyisirg its requested rate increase to $107.2 millior 3.79 percent , reflecting an ROE of

10.25 percenéind updated information for both the sales andgntggax forecasts. PSCo also proposed to recdvensts associated with tl
CACJA project through the rider beginning in 2015.
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In February 2015, the CPUC approved a settlemeaweagent with rates effective on Feb. 13, 2015. abigement results in an overall 2015
revenue increase of approximately $53.3 million 187 percent . Key terms of the agreement incthddollowing:

e The settlement is based on a 2013 HTY, an ROESS percent and an equity ratio of 56 per¢ent

» The implementation of a forward-looking CACJAer of approximately $97.0 million for 2015 witteptincreases of $17.7 million
and $14.5 million for 2016 and 2017, respectiveffective Jan. 1, 2015;

» A forward-looking transmission cost adjustmenCA) rider of approximately $15.6 milliopeffective Feb. 13, 201

» Establishment of tracking mechanisms for pensigreage and property taxes;
* An earnings test for 2015 through 2017, undeiciw?SCo and customers would share in any earnings50 / 50 basis if the ROE
recognized falls between 9.84 percent and 10.48=pér

The components of the overall 2015 revenue incrassas follows:

(Millions of Dollars) Approved Settlement

Total base rate decrease $ (39.9
CACJA rider mechanism 97.C
TCA rider mechanism 15.¢
Transfer from TCA rider to base rates (29.9

Total revenue increase $ 53.c

In addition to the revenue increase of $53.3 milliancluding the impact of the riders, PSCo esté@sahat it will defer approximately $3.1
million of additional expenses in 2015 as a restithe settlement.

PSCo- Colorado 2015 Multi-Year Gas Rate CaseOn March 3, 2015, PSCo filed a multi-year requeigh the CPUC to increase Colorado
retail natural gas base rates by $40.5 million3.6rpercent , in 2015, with subsequent step ise®af $7.6 million , or 0.7 percent , in 2016
and $18.1 million , or 1.5 percent , in 2017.

The request is based on a historic test year eduaisel 30, 2014 adjusted for known and measurablensgs and capital additions for each of
the subsequent periods in the multi-year plan anelqaity ratio of 56 percent . The rate case raguefOE of 10.1 percent for 2015 and
2016 and 10.3 percent for 2017, and a rate ba$2.86 billion for 2015, $1.31 billion for 2016 afid.36 billion for 2017.

PSCo is also proposing a stay-out provision, inclwi#SCo would not request implementation of newsratior to January 2018, and to
implement an earnings test for 2016 through 20Xildd the earnings test, PSCo and customers woalé gnany earnings on a 50 / 50 basis
if the ROE recognized falls between 10.2 percedt®h6 percent in 2016, and between 10.4 percehL@8 percent in 2017.

In addition, PSCo requested an extension of itsljpip system integrity adjustment (PSIA) rider thgh 2020 to recover costs associated with
its pipeline integrity efforts, including accelezdtsystem renewal projects. If the PSIA rider isexdended by Dec. 31, 2015, such costs
would be included in base rates. The request &nelxand modify the PSIA rider has an expected negetvenue impact of approximately
$0.1 million in 2015 and would provide incremem&lenue of $21.7 million for 2016 and $21.2 millimn 2017. If PSCo's proposal is
accepted, PSIA revenue is projected to be $67 Jimih 2015, $88.7 million in 2016, and $109.9 linih in 2017.
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The following table summarizes the request:

(Millions of Dollars) 2015 2016 Step 2017 Step
Net plant and plant related expenses $ 244 $ 124 $ 12.C
Operating and maintenance expenses 23.¢ (5.2 0.€
Property and payroll taxes 4.7 2.€ 4.C
ROE 4.t — 2.4
Capital structure (2.0 — 0.1
Sales forecast (17.7) (2.2) (2.0
Other, net 1.1 — —
Total base rate increase 40.5 7.€ 18.1
Incremental PSIA rider revenues (0.7 217 21.2
$ 404 % 29.2 % 39.2

Total revenue impact

In March 2015, the CPUC referred the proceedingnté\LJ. A CPUC decision, as well as implementatbfinal rates, are anticipated in the
fourth quarter of 2015.

PSCo- Annual Electric Earnings Test— As part of an annual earnings test, PSCo museshith customers a portion of any annual
earnings that exceed PSCo’s authorized ROE threéstidlO percent for 2012 through 2014. On April 3015, PSCo filed a tariff for the
2014 earnings test with the CPUC proposing a refibiigjation of $66.5 million to electric customers.

In February 2015, in the Colorado 2014 ElectriceRaase, the CPUC approved an annual earningstegtjch PSCo shares with customers
earnings that exceed the authorized ROE thresH@dB8 percenfor 2015 through 2017. The current estimate of20&5 earnings test, bas
on annual forecasted information, did not resuthimrecognition of a liability as of March 31, 201

Electric, Purchased Gas and Resource Adjustment Clses

Demand Side Management (DSM) and the Demand Siden&lgement Cost Adjustment (DSMC— The CPUC approved higher savings
goals and a lower financial incentive mechanisnP8Co’s electric DSM energy efficiency programststg in 2015. Energy efficiency and
DSM costs are recovered through a combination@fX8MCA riders and base rates. DSMCA riders aresa€lfl biannually to capture
program costs, performance incentives, and any @ramder-recoveries are trued-up in the followyegr. Savings goals were 384 gigawatt
hours (GWh) in 2014 and are 400 GWh in 2015 witteittives awarded in the year following plan achiegets. PSCo is able to earn $5
million upon reaching its annual savings goal alaity an incentive on five percent of net econobeaefits up to a maximum annual
incentive of $30 million .

In October 2014, PSCo filed its 2015-2016 DSM plahich proposes a 2015 DSM electric budget of $&dildon and a gas budget of $13.1
million and a 2016 DSM electric budget of $78.7limil and gas budget of $13.6 million . PSCo hashied an agreement with all parties
resolving most of the contested issues in the @dicg. The remaining issues to be litigated pritpaoncern the avoided costs attributabl
DSM measures. A decision by the ALJ is expectatiénsecond quarter of 2015.

SPS

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

SPS- Texas 2015 Electric Rate Case In December 2014, SPS filed a retail electrig)-ficel rate case in Texas seeking an overall imerea
in annual revenue of approximately $64.8 milliar 6.7 percent . The filing was based on an HT Yeehiline 2014, adjusted for known and
measurable changes, an ROE of 10.25 percent eatmielrate base of approximately $1.6 billion amdequity ratio of 53.97 percent . In
March 2015, SPS revised its requested increasgd3® $nillion based on updated information.

As part of its request, SPS is seeking a waivén®PUCT post-test year adjustment rule which walllalv for inclusion of $392 million

(SPS total company) additional capital investmentlie period July 1, 2014 through Dec. 31, 2014.
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The following table summarizes the net request:

(Millions of Dollars) Request
Investment for capital expenditures — post-test yejustments $ 23.7
Depreciation expense 13.€
Wholesale load reductions 12.C
Purchased power capacity costs 3.2
Other, net 6.1
Total $ 58.€

In April 2015, a revised procedural schedule wasl#ished. The next steps are expected to be lasvil

e Intervenor Direct Testimony -May 15, 201¢

»  Staff Direct Testimony —May 22, 201&

e Staff and Intervenor Cross-Rebuttal Testimonyure 8, 201!
* Rebuttal Testimony —June 10, 2015; ai

» Evidentiary Hearing —June 24, 201

The parties have agreed the rates will be effecdtinee 11, 2015. A PUCT decision is anticipatechengecond half of 2015.
Pending and Recently Concluded Regulatory Proceedi— Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC)

SPS— Wholesale Rate Complaints— In April 2012, Golden Spread Electric Cooperative. (Golden Spread), a wholesale cooperative
customer, filed a rate complaint alleging thatllhse ROE included in the SPS production formukafi@t Golden Spread of 10.25 percent ,
and the SPS transmission base formula rate ROB.@% Jpercent , are unjust and unreasonable. In20d@, Golden Spread filed a second
complaint, again asking that the base ROE in thH& @®Bduction formula rate for Golden Spread andstrassion formula rates be reduced to
9.15 and 9.65 percent , respectively. In June 20BA-ERC issued orders consolidating the Goldead&®pROE complaints and setting the
complaints for settlement judge or hearing procesiur

The FERC established effective dates for the refasdApril 20, 2012 (first refund period) and JU®; 2013 (second refund period).
Settlement judge procedures were unsuccessfulhancbmplaints were set for hearings. In the fitsrtpr of 2015, Golden Spread, SPS and
FERC staff filed their initial testimonies recomndérg the following ROEs:

Refund Transmission
Period Production ROE ROE @
Golden Spread 1 8.7¢% 9.28%
2 8.51 9.01
SPS 1 10.2¢ 10.3¢
2 10.2¢ 11.2C
FERC Staff 1 8.97 9.47
2 8.64 9.14

@ Includes a Southwest Power Pool, Inc. (SPP) RTO ineeship adder up to Sasis point

Hearings are scheduled for July 2015. An initialdAdecision is expected to be issued by Nov. 25528dd a final FERC order to be issued
no earlier than 2016.

A third rate complaint was filed in October 2014®glden Spread, along with certain New Mexico coapees and the West Texas
Municipal Power Agency, requesting that the ROEh SPS production formula rates for Golden Spegabthe New Mexico cooperatives
and SPS transmission formula rate, which incluseSRP RTO membership adder up to 50 basis pomt®duced to 8.61 percent and 9.11
percent , respectively. The complainants requestedund effective date of Oct. 20, 2014. In Jap2&x15, the FERC issued an order setting
the third complaint for hearing procedures and tingrthe complainants’ requested refund effectimedA hearing is scheduled for October
2015, with an ALJ initial decision expected in Jaryu2016, and a final FERC order following late2iBil6.
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SPS recorded a current liability representing timeent best estimate of a refund obligation assediwith potential ROE adjustments as of
March 31, 2015, and is reducing transmission andywtion revenues, net of expense, between $4omidlnd $6 million annually.

SPS- 2004 FERC Complaint Case Orders— In August 2013, the FERC issued an order related2004 complaint case brought by
Golden Spread and Public Service Company of NewiddefPNM) and an Order on Initial Decision in a seuent 2006 production rate ¢
filed by SPS.

The original complaint included two key componeifsPNM'’s claim regarding inappropriate allocatwfrfuel costs and 2) a base rate
complaint, including the appropriate demand-relatest allocator. The FERC previously determined the allocation of fuel costs and the
demand-related cost allocator utilized by SPS vpgsapriate.

In the August 2013 Orders, the FERC clarified isvous ruling on the allocation of fuel costs aadffirmed that the refunds in question
should only apply to firm requirements customerd aot PNM'’s contractual load. The FERC also revérseprior demand-related cost
allocator decision. The FERC stated that it hadckeim its initial analysis and concluded that tlRSSystem was a 3 coincident peak (CP)
rather than a 12 CP system.

In September 2013, SPS filed a request for rehgafithe FERC ruling on the CP allocation and rdfdecisions. SPS asserted that the
FERC applied an improper burden of proof and thatgdent did not support retroactive refunds. PN8d eequested rehearing of the FERC
decision not to reverse its prior ruling. In OctoB613, the FERC issued orders further considafirgequests for rehearing, which are
currently pending. As of Dec. 31, 2014, SPS hadusct$50.4 million related to the August 2013 Osdand an additional $1.8 million of
principal and interest was accrued during 2015.

SPS- 2015 Formula Rate Change Filing— In January 2015, SPS filed to revise the produdibomula rates for six of its wholesale
customers, including Golden Spread, effective BeB015. The filing proposes several modificatiansluding a reduction in wholesale
depreciation rates and the use of a 12 CP demdag:decost allocator for all wholesale customens March 31, 2015, the FERC accepted
this filing, effective July 1, 2015, subject towafl and settlement judge or hearing proceduresp@hees are engaged in settlement judge
procedures.

Pending Regulatory Proceedin— FERC

Midcontinent Independent System Operator, Inc. (MI$ ROE Complaint/ROE Adde— In November 2013, a group of customers filed a
complaint at the FERC against MISO transmissionera/ifTOs), including NSP-Minnesota and NSP-WisaariBhe complaint argued for a
reduction in the ROE in transmission formula ratethe MISO region from 12.38 percent to 9.15 pet¢e prohibition on capital structures
in excess of 50 percent equity, and the removBIQE adders (including those for regional transroissirganization (RTO) membership and
being an independent transmission company), efiedlov. 12, 2013.

In June 2014, the FERC issued an order in a diffdROE proceeding adopting a new ROE methodologglfxtric utilities. The new ROE
methodology requires electric utilities to use a tstep discounted cash flow analysis to estimase @f equity that incorporates both short-
term and long-term growth projections.

In October 2014, the FERC upheld the determinatidhe long-term growth rate to be used togethéh wishort-term growth rate in its new
ROE methodology. The FERC separately set the R@#plzint against the MISO TOs for settlement andinggrocedures. The FERC
directed parties to apply the new ROE methodolbgy denied the complaints related to equity cagitialctures and ROE adders. The FERC
established a Nov. 12, 2013 refund effective dHte. settlement procedures were unsuccessful. FER@has pending. In January 2015, the
ROE complaint was set for full hearing proceduvéth an ALJ initial decision to be issued by Novean2015 and a FERC order issued no
earlier than 2016.

In November 2014, the MISO TOs filed a requestHBRC approval of a 50 basis point RTO membershijg R@der, with collection
deferred until resolution of the ROE complaintJanuary 2015, the FERC approved the ROE adderdubjthe outcome of the ROE
complaint. The total ROE, including the RTO memhgrsadder, may not exceed the top of the discoucest flow range under the new
ROE methodology. In 2015, several intervenors sborgjiearing of the commission order.

In February 2015, a separate group of customexd éih additional complaint proposing to reduceMh®O region ROE to 8.67 percenprior
to any 50basis point RTO adder, with a refund effective ddtEeb. 12, 2015. The FERC has to date takerctionaon the second complai
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NSF-Minnesota recorded a current liability represegtime current best estimate of a refund obligagissociated with the new ROE as of
March 31, 2015. The new FERC ROE methodology isneséd to reduce transmission revenue, net of esqgdetween $7 million and $9
million annually for the NSP System.

6. Commitments and Contingencie

Except to the extent noted below and in Note 5eNd2, 13 and 14 to the consolidated financia¢stants included in Xcel Energy Inc.’s
Annual Report on Form 10-K for the year ended [3d¢.2014 , appropriately represent, in all mategapects, the current status of
commitments and contingent liabilities, and aremorated herein by reference. The following inelwdmmitments, contingencies and
unresolved contingencies that are material to Xeelrgy’s financial position.

Purchased Power Agreements (PP/

Under certain PPAs, NSP-Minnesota, PSCo and SR®ase power from independent power producing estfor which the utility
subsidiaries are required to reimburse naturabg&somass fuel costs, or to participate in tollargangements under which the utility
subsidiaries procure the natural gas requireddduare the energy that they purchase. These spPéifis create a variable interest in the
associated independent power producing entity.

The Xcel Energy utility subsidiaries had approx et 3,698 MW of cap acity under long-term PPA®&March 31, 2015 and Dec. 31,
2014 , with entities that have been determinecktedriable interest entities. Xcel Energy has amhetl that these entities are not required to
be consolidated in its consolidated financial stegBts because it does not have the power to direcctivities that most significantly impact
the enti ties’ economic performance. These agrett&ve expiration dates through 2033 .

Guarantees and Bond Indemnifications

Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsidiaries provide goteas and bond indemnities under specified agresnoeitransactions. The guarantees and
bond indemnities issued by Xcel Energy Inc. guaammayment or performance by its subsidiaries. Aesalt, Xcel Energy Inc.’s exposure
under the guarantees and bond indemnities is hgsmuthe net liability of the relevant subsidiander the specified agreements or
transactions. Most of the guarantees and bond indiesissued by Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsid&limit the exposure to a maximum
amount stated in the guarantees and bond indeminiteeof March 31, 2015 and Dec. 31, 2014 , XcadrGn Inc. and its subsidiaries had no
assets held as collateral related to their guagapteond indemnities and indemnification agreements

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

(Millions of Dollars) March 31, 2015 Dec. 31, 2014

Guarantees issued and outstanding $ 13¢ $ 13.¢
Current exposure under these guarantees 0.1 0.2
Bonds with indemnity protection 31.¢ 31.4

Other Indemnification Agreements

Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsidiaries provide inddmations through contracts entered into in tbenmal course of business. These are
primarily indemnifications against adverse litigatioutcomes in connection with underwriting agreetsieas well as breaches of
representations and warranties, including corparaigtence, transaction authorization and incomertatters with respect to assets sold.
Xcel Energy Inc.’s and its subsidiaries’ obligasaimder these agreements may be limited in terrdaration and amount. The maximum
potential amount of future payments under thesermifications cannot be reasonably estimated asliligated 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 Statew® Lakefront Superfund Site (the Ashland sitejudes property owned by NSP-
Wisconsin, which was a site previously operated Ipyedecessor company as a MGP facility (the UBhéf), and two other properties: an
adjacent city lakeshore park area (Kreher Parkyloich an unaffiliated third party previously opgm@ a sawmill and conducted creosote
treating operations; and an area of Lake Superi@nsquamegon Bay adjoining the park (the Sediments)
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The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) ébits Record of Decision (ROD) in 2010, which dixmxs the preferred remedy the
EPA has selected for the cleanup of the Ashlard Bitr the Sediments at the Ashland Site, the R@feped remedy is a hybrid remedy
involving both dry excavation and wet conventiodadging methodologies (the Hybrid Remedy). The Ra®d identifies the possibility of
wet conventional dredging only remedy for the Seatita (the Wet Dredge), contingent upon the compiedf a successful Wet Dredge pilot
study.

In 2011, the EPA issued special notice letterstifléng several entities, including NSP-Wisconsis, PRPs, for future remediation at the
Ashland site. As a result of settlement negotiatiaith NSP-Wisconsin, the EPA agreed to segmenA#iidand site into separate areas. The
first area (Phase | Project Area) includes soil gradindwater in Kreher Park and the Upper Bluffe Becond area includes the Sediments.

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

of the settlement, NS®¥isconsin agreed to perform the remediation ofRhase | Project Area, but does not admit any Iighilith respect t
the Ashland site. Fieldwork to address the Pha&eject Area at the Ashland site began at the €212 and continues. Demolition
activities occurred at the Ashland site in 2013l, $acluding excavation and treatment, as weltastainment wall remedies were completed
in early 2015. A preliminary design for the grourader remedy was also submitted to the EPA in A#il4 and those activities are expected
to commence in 2015. The current cost estimatéhfocleanup of the Phase | Project Area is apprateim $57 million , of which
approximately $33 million has already been speheé 3ettlement also resolves claims by the fedstate and tribal trustees against NSP-
Wisconsin for alleged natural resource damagédseaf\thland site, including both the Phase | Projeet and the Sediments.

Negotiations are ongoing between the EPA and-Wisconsin regarding who will pay for or perfornetbleanup of the Sediments and what
remedy will be implemented at the site to addreesIediments. It is NSP-Wisconsin’s view that tlybiitl Remedy is not safe or feasible to
implement. The EPA’s ROD for the Ashland site imtdda estimates that the cost of the Hybrid Remebgtiween $63 million and $77

million , with a potential deviation in such estited costs of up to 50 percent higher to 30 peroavier. In November 2013, NSP-Wisconsin
submitted a revised Wet Dredge pilot study workngdeoposal to the EPA. In May 2014, NSP-Wisconsited into a final administrative
order on consent for the Wet Dredge pilot studylie EPA. In early 2015, the EPA granted an exbtensf time to perform the pilot in 20:
so that NSP-Wisconsin can first construct a bresémet the site to serve as a wave attenuator.

In August 2012, NSP-Wisconsin also filed litigatiagainst other PRPs for their share of the cle@osfs for the Ashland site. Trial for this
matter commenced on April 27, 2015. Negotiatiortsvben the EPA, NSP-Wisconsin and several of therd#RPs regarding the PRPs’ fair
share of the cleanup costs for the Ashland sitalageongoing. A final settlement has been reatieddeen NSP-Wisconsin, along with the
EPA, and two of the PRPs, Wisconsin Central Ltdl 8no Line Railroad Co. (collectively, the “RailbRRPs") resolving claims relating to
the Railroad PRPs’ share of the costs of cleantipeafshland site. NSP-Wisconsin also has entesstand private party settlement
agreement with LE Myers Co. Under the agreemenésRiailroad PRPs will contribute $10.5 million drfel Myers Co. will contribute $5.4
million to the costs of the cleanup at the Ashlaitd. The agreement for the Railroad PRPs alonlg kit Myers Co. was approved by the
U.S. District Court for the Western District of Wansin in 2015. As discussed below, existing Pubicvice Commission of Wisconsin
(PSCW) policy requires that any payments receiveoh fPRPs be used to reduce the amount of the qdezosis ultimately recovered from
customers.

At March 31, 2015 and Dec. 31, 2014, NSP-Wiscohaih recorded a liability of $112.4 million and $1®hillion , respectively, for the
Ashland site based upon potential remediation &sibd costs together with estimated outside legglcansultant costs; of which $26.0
million and $28.9 million , respectively, was catesied a current liability. NSP-Wisconsin’s potehiiibility, the actual cost of remediation
and the time frame over which the amounts may gk g@ subject to change. NSP-Wisconsin also coesiio work to identify and access
state and federal funds to apply to the ultimateediation cost of the entire site. Unresolved issuefactors that could result in higher or
lower NSP-Wisconsin remediation costs for the Astilaite include the cleanup approach implementethi®oSediments, which party
implements the cleanup, the timing of when theralgeais implemented, potential contributions by otARPs and whether federal or state
funding may be directed to help offset remediatiosts at the Ashland site.
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NSF-Wisconsin has deferred the estimated site remediatists, as a regulatory asset, based on an etipadhat the PSCW will continue
allow NSP-Wisconsin to recover payments for envinental remediation from its customers. The PSCWchasistently authorized NSP-
Wisconsin rate recovery for all remediation costaiired at the Ashland site, and has authorizeavezy of MGP remediation costs by other
Wisconsin utilities. Under the established PSCWpolexternal MGP remediation costs are subjedetferral in the Wisconsin retail
jurisdiction and are reviewed for prudence as phthe Wisconsin retail rate case process. Any maysireceived from insurance carrier:
PRPs are recorded as a reduction of the regulagsgt. Once deferred MGP remediation costs arendietd by the PSCW to be prudent,
utilities are allowed to recover those deferredsosnatural gas rates, typically over a four sito-year amortization period. The PSCW
historically has not allowed utilities to recovleir carrying costs on unamortized regulatory asketMGP remediation.

The PSCW reviewed the existing MGP cost recoveligpas it applied to the Ashland site in the comi@ NSP-Wisconsin's 2013 general
rate case. In their final decision, dated Dec.202,2, the PSCW recognized the potential magnitdideecfuture liability for the cleanup at the
Ashland site and granted an exception to its exggpiolicy at the request of NSP-Wisconsin. The elats of this exception include: (1)
approval to begin recovery of estimated Phase jeétroosts beginning on Jan. 1, 2013; (2) apprtavamortize these estimated costs over a
ten -year period; and (3) approval to apply a thre@eent carrying cost to the unamortized regwaasset. In a 2014 rate case decision, the
PSCW continued the cost recovery treatment witheeisto the 2013 and 2014 cleanup costs for thedPh@roject Area and allowed NSP-
Wisconsin to increase its 2014 amortization expeakded to the cleanup by an additional $1.1 onillio offset the need for a rate decrease
for the natural gas utility. Cost recovery will ¢ome at the level set in the 2014 rate case th@@ddh, but will be re-assessed in NSP-
Wisconsin's next natural gas rate case.

Environmental Requirement

Water and Waste

Coal Ash Regulation— Xcel Energy’s operations are subject to fedenal state laws that impose requirements for handétaggage,
treatment, and disposal of solid waste. On Apfil2015, the EPA published a final rule regulating management and disposal of coal
combustion byproducts (coal ash) as a nonhazarmdaste. Xcel Energy’s costs to manage and dispioseab ash will not significantly
increase under the new rule.

Air

Cross-State Air Pollution Rule (CSAPR)- CSAPR addresses long range transport of parteeatatter (PM) and ozone by requiring
reductions in sulfur dioxide (SE and nitrous oxide (NOXx) from utilities in the &a® half of the United States using an emissicadirig
program. For Xcel Energy, the rule applies in Miswia, Wisconsin and Texas.

In August 2012, the United States District Courfppeals for the District of Columbia Circuit (D.Circuit) vacated the CSAPR and
remanded it back to the EPA. The D.C. Circuit stalee EPA must continue administering the CAIR pegéedoption of a valid replacement.
In April 2014, the U.S. Supreme Court reversed @mlanded the case to the D.C. Circuit. The Supi@mat held that the EPA’s rule design
did not violate the Clean Air Act (CAA) and thaatds had received adequate opportunity to devikipawn plans. Because the D.C. Cir
overturned the CSAPR on two over-arching issuesgthre many other issues the D.C. Circuit didralet on that will now need to be
considered on remand. An opinion is expected latenser 2015. In October 2014, the D.C. Circuit gedrthe EPA’s request to begin to
implement CSAPR by imposing its 2012 compliancegaltions starting in January 2015. While the litiga continues, the EPA will
administer the CSAPR in 2015.

Multiple changes to the SPS system since 201 1swilktantially reduce estimated costs of complyiitg the CSAPR. These include the
addition of 700 MW of wind power, the constructi@inJones Units 3 and 4, reduced wholesale load,Rieéis, installation of NOx
combustion controls on Tolk Units 1 and 2 and catiph of certain transmission projects. As a re SRS estimates compliance with the
CSAPR in 2015 will cost approximately $7 million .

NSF-Minnesota can operate within its CSAPR emissitowaince allocations. NSP-Wisconsin can operateiwita CSAPR emission
allowance allocation for S@ NSP-Wisconsin anticipates compliance with the 84or NOx in 2015 through operational changes or
allowance purchases. CSAPR compliance in 2015tiexmected to have a material impact on the restilbperations, financial position or
cash flows.
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Regional Haze Rule— The regional haze program is designed to addvietesspread haze that results from emissions fronulitude of
sources. In 2005, the EPA amended the best avaitabbfit technology (BART) requirements of itgi@nal haze rules, which require the
installation and operation of emission controlsifamtustrial facilities emitting air pollutants thagduce visibility in certain national parks and
wilderness areas. In its first regional haze stafgementation plan (SIP), Colorado, Minnesota @aegas identified the Xcel Energy facilities
that will have to reduce SQ NOx and PM emissions under BART and set emisdionts for those facilities.

PSCo

In 2011, the Colorado Air Quality Control Commissiapproved a SIP (the Colorado SIP) that incluttedd@ACJA emission reduction plan
as satisfying regional haze requirements for thditias included in the CACJA plan. In additiohgtColorado SIP included a BART
determination for Comanche Units 1 and 2. The EPgr@aved the Colorado SIP in 2012. Installationhaf €mission controls at Hayden Unit
1 is scheduled for 2015 and Hayden Unit 2 is scleeldior 2016 at an estimated combined cost of $8flibn . PSCo anticipates these costs
will be fully recoverable in rates.

In March 2013, WildEarth Guardians petitioned th& \.Court of Appeals for the FTCircuit to review the EPA’s decision approving the
Colorado SIP. WildEarth Guardians has challenged3ART determination made for Comanche Units 12nd comments before the EPA,
WildEarth Guardians urged that current emissioritéittons be made more stringent or that selectatalgtic reduction (SCR) be added to the
units. In September 2014, the EPA filed a requdtt the Court to remand the case to the EPA foitaxiel explanation of the EPA’s
decision approving the BART determination for CoataUnits 1 and 2. In October, 2014, the Court tgcithe EPA’s request and vacated
the current briefing schedule. In its February 26tHius report to the Court the EPA estimatedithveduld submit a final rule for publication
which is expected in 2015.

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

NSF-Minnesota

In 2009, the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (&%) approved a SIP (the Minnesota SIP) and subdhitte® the EPA for approval. The
MPCA'’s source-specific BART limits for Sherco Unitsand 2 require combustion controls for NOx amdilsiser upgrades for SO The
MPCA concluded SCRs should not be required bectugsminor visibility benefits derived from SCRs dlot outweigh the substantial costs.
The combustion controls were installed first anelshrubber upgrades were completed in December, 20b4cost of $46.9 million . NSP-
Minnesota anticipates these costs will be fullyorerable in rates.

After the CSAPR was adopted in 2011, the MPCA seipeinted its Minnesota SIP, determining that CSARRImBART requirements, but
also implementing its source-specific BART deteration for Sherco Units 1 and 2 from the 2009 MirmasSIP. In June 2012, the EPA
approved the Minnesota SIP for electric generatimits (EGUs) and also approved the source-speaifiission limits for Sherco Units 1 and
2 as strengthening the Minnesota SIP, but avoitiadacterizing them as BART limits.

In August 2012, the National Parks Conservationo&iggion, Sierra Club, Voyageurs National Park Assion, Friends of the Boundary
Waters Wilderness, Minnesota Center for Environmleditivocacy and Fresh Energy appealed the BERfproval of the Minnesota SIP to
U.S. Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit (Eigh€ircuit). NSP-Minnesota and other regulated pantvere denied intervention. In June
2013, the Eighth Circuit ordered this case to Hd leabeyance until the U.S. Supreme Court dectdedCSAPR case. In October 2014, the
Eighth Circuit set a briefing schedule that was ptated in February 2015. An argument date has eenm Iset. If this litigation ultimately
results in further EPA proceedings concerning thendsota SIP, such proceedings may consider wh8@BRs should be required for Sherco
Units 1 and 2.

SPS

Harrington Units 1 and 2 are potentially subjecB®RT. Texas developed a SIP (the Texas SIP) thdsfthe Clean Air Interstate Rule
(CAIR) equal to BART for EGUSs. As a result, no dditial controls beyond CAIR compliance would beuiegd. In May 2012, the EPA
deferred its review of the Texas SIP in its finderallowing states to find that CSAPR complianasets BART requirements for EGUSs. In
December 2014, the EPA proposed to approve the Bpdriion of the Texas SIP, with the exception thatEPA would substitute CSAPR
compliance for Texas' reliance on CAIR. The EPAreuntly plans to issue its final rule in August 2015
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In May 2014, the EPA issued a request for infororatinder the CAA related to S@ontrol equipment at Tolk Units 1 and 2. In Decembe
2014, the EPA proposed to disapprove the reasopabigess portions of the Texas SIP and insteagdtadBederal Implementation Plan. For
SPS, the EPA proposed to require dry scrubberotinTolk units to reduce Sgmissions to help achieve reasonable progress thealsPA
would establish for Texas and Oklahoma nationatpand wilderness areas. As proposed, the dry Berslwould need to be installed and
operating within five years of the EPA'’s final amtj currently expected in August 2015. SPS fileshiceents in April 2015, opposing the
proposal. Whether dry scrubbers are required ismignt on the EPA’s final decision. If requiredytiwould cost approximately $600
million , with an annual operating cost of approabely $10.4 million .

Reasonably Attributable Visibility Impairment (RAYH RAVI is intended to address observable impairnfierh a specific source such as
distinct, identifiable plumes from a source’s stéxla national park. In 2009, the DOI certifiedtthgortion of the visibility impairment in
Voyageurs and Isle Royale National Parks is readgratributable to emissions from NSP-Minnesotferco Units 1 and 2. The EPA is
required to make its own determination whetherdhgiRAVI-type impairment in these parks and examiich sources may cause or
contribute to any RAVI impact that is identifiedftér studying the national parks and evaluatingtiplél sources, if the EPA finds that She
Units 1 and 2 cause or contribute to RAVI in théaval parks, the EPA would then evaluate whetherdével of controls required by the
MPCA is appropriate. The EPA has stated it plarisgoe a separate notice on the issue of BARTlier&® Units 1 and 2 under the RAVI
program.

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

In June 2014, the EPA and the plaintiffs lodgedmasent decree with the District Court. The pubionenent period on the draft consent
decree has been completed. The EPA has not fifledt@n to enter the consent decree with the Dis@aurt.

Legal Contingencies

Xcel Energy is involved in various litigation matiehat are being defended and handled in the arglicourse of business. The assessment o
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 maingosials for such losses that are probable ofheturred and subject to reasone
estimation. Management is sometimes unable to attian amount or range of a reasonably possibd@riasertain situations, including but

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

Exelon Wind (formerly John Deere Wind) Complail — Several lawsuits in Texas state and federal caundsregulatory proceedings hs
arisen out of a dispute concerning SPS’ paymemtsrfergy and capacity produced from the Exelon Vginkidiaries’ projects. There aveo
main areas of dispute. First, Exelon Wind clainat thestablished legally enforceable obligatidns@s) for each of its 12 wind facilities in
2005 through 2008 that require SPS to buy powezdas SPS’ forecasted avoided cost as determin2@05 through 2008. Although SPS
has refused to accept Exelon Wind's LEOs, SPS &stleat it must take energy from Exelon Wind un8BS’ PUCT-approved Qualifying
Facilities (QF) Tariff. Second, Exelon Wind hasseal various challenges to SPS’ PUCT-approved QFf,ahich became effective in
August 2010. On Jan.16, 2015, Exelon Wind filediorat to dismiss or notices of non-suits for itdestand federal lawsuits regarding the QF
tariff, and for its state and federal lawsuits aaglulatory proceedings regarding the LEOs. Latdaimuary, the PUCT and state and federal
courts issued orders dismissing the cases. On 29yi2015, Exelon Wind filed a notice of withdravedlits complaint regarding the LEOs,
which will become effective on May 13, 2015. Thdyaremaining proceeding is pending before the FE&®E involves the QF Tariff.

SPS believes the likelihood of loss in these prdicegs is remote based primarily on existing casedad while it is not possible to estimate
the amount or range of reasonably possible lofiseievent of an adverse outcome, SPS believesi@selvould not be material based upon
its belief that it would be permitted to recovecseosts, if needed, through its various fuel damgchanisms. No accrual has been recorded
for this matter.

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

In an order issued in August 2007, the Ninth Circeimanded the proceeding back to the FERC andatedi that the FERC should consider
other rulings addressing overcharges in the Califoorganized markets. The Ninth Circuit deniecttion for rehearing in April 2009, and
the mandate was issued.

The FERC issued an order on remand establishingiptes for the review proceeding in October 200He City of Seattle filed a petition for
review with the Court of Appeals for the Ninth Qircseeking review of FERC’s order on remand.

Notwithstanding its petition for review, in Septeent2012, the City of Seattle filed its direct cagainst PSCo and other Pacific Northw
sellers claiming refunds for the period January®@@Bough June 2001. The City of Seattle indicalted for the period June 2000 through
June 2001 PSCo had sales to the City of Seatpmioximately $50 million . The City of Seattle didt identify specific instances of
unlawful market activity by PSCo, but rather bagsalaim for refunds on market dysfunction in ivestern markets. PSCo submitted its
answering case in December 2012.

In April 2013, the FERC issued an order on rehepfline FERC confirmed that the City of Seattle widog able to attempt to obtain refunds
back from January 2000, but reaffirmed the trargactpecific standard that the City of Seattle atiter complainants would have to comply
with to obtain refunds. In addition, the FERC régekthe imposition of any market-wide remedieshaitgh the FERC order on rehearing
established the period for which the City of Seatthuld seek refunds as January 2000 through Ji0fe 2 is unclear what claim the City of
Seattle has against PSCo prior to June 2000. Ipriteeeding, the City of Seattle does not allegeeific misconduct or tariff violations by
PSCo but instead asserts generally that the rateged by PSCo and other sellers were excessive.
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A hearing in this case was held before a FERC Aldl@ncluded in October 2013. On March 28, 2014 RERC ALJ issued an initial
decision which rejected all of the City of Seattlelaims against PSCo and other respondents. 4fect to the period Jan. 1, 2000 through
Dec. 24, 2000, the FERC ALJ rejected the City aitBe's assertion that any of the sales made t&theof Seattle resulted in an excessive
burden to the City of Seattle, the applicable legahdard for the City of Seattle’s challengesrythis period. With respect to the period
Dec. 25, 2000 through June 20, 2001, the FERC Ab&laded that the City of Seattle had failed taklsh a causal link between any
contracts and any claimed unlawful market actiuityg, standard required by the FERC in its remadéroiThe City of Seattle contested the
FERC ALJ’s initial decision by filing a brief on eaptions to the FERC. This matter is now pendidgasion by the FERC.

In addition, on Feb. 17, 2015, the U.S. Court op&als of the Ninth Circuit directed parties to pending FERC proceeding to submit briefs
addressing, among other issues, the petition foewefiled by the City of Seattle seeking reviewrEERC’s order on remand. Parties are
directed to address whether FERC's order propeaitigbdished the scope for the hearing that conclimi€ittober 2013. Respondent-
intervenors, such as PSCo, are required to subiafslon or before May 8, 2015. Oral argument teesitiled to commence in June 2015.

Preliminary calculations of the City of Seattlelaim for refunds from PSCo are approximately $28iom excluding interest. PSCo has
concluded that a loss is reasonably possible wi#bect to this matter; however, given the surrcugndincertainties, PSCo is currently unable
to estimate the amount or range of reasonably Iplesisiss in the event of an adverse outcome ofntisiger. In making this assessment, PSCo
considered two factors. First, notwithstanding PS@@w that the City of Seattle has failed to apihle standard that the FERC has
established in this proceeding, and the recognttiahthis case raises a novel issue and the FER@&slard has been challenged on appeal tc
the Ninth Circuit, the outcome of such an appeahcabe predicted with any certainty. Second, P&6Gald expect to make equitable
arguments against refunds even if the City of 8eattre to establish that it was overcharged famgactions. If a loss were sustained, PSCo
would attempt to recover those losses from othd?$?Rlo accrual has been recorded for this matter.

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

current understanding of the facts, NSP-Minnesdtaudes the validity of Fibrominn’s claim, on theognd that, among other things, it seeks
to impose contractual obligations on NSP-Minnesiota are neither supported by the terms nor tlentraf the PPA. NSP-Minnesota has
concluded that a loss is reasonably possible wipect to this matter; however, given the surraumdincertainties, NSP-Minnesota is
currently unable to determine the amount of reasignaossible loss. If a loss were sustained, NSRA$ota would attempt to recover these
fuel-related costs in rates. No accrual has besorded for this matter.

Nuclear Power Operations and Waste Dispo

Nuclear Waste Disposal Litigatio— In 1998, NSP-Minnesota filed a complaint in the UC8urt of Federal Claims against the United States
requesting breach of contract damages for the D@ilige to begin accepting spent nuclear fuel &y. B1, 1998, as required by the contract
between the United States and NSP-Minnesota. NSixddbta sought contract damages in this lawswutir Dec. 31, 2004. In September
2007, the Court awarded NSP-Minnesota $116.5 millndamages. In August 2007, NSP-Minnesota filsd@nd complaint; this lawsuit
claimed damages for the period Jan. 1, 2005 thr@egh 31, 2008.

In July 2011, the United States and NSP-Minnesptaeted a settlement agreement resolving both igsyguroviding an initial $100 million
payment from the United States to NSP-Minnesotd,maviding a method by which NSP-Minnesota camvec its spent fuel storage costs
through 2013, estimated to be an additional $100omi. In January 2014, the United States proppaed NSP-Minnesota accepted, an
extension to the settlement agreement which wiMaNSP-Minnesota to recover spent fuel storagésabsough 2016. The extension does
not address costs for used fuel storage after 2011 costs could be the subject of future litgyatin December 2014, NSP-Minnesota
received a settlement payment of $32.8 million PN@innesota has received a total of $214.7 milbbsettlement proceeds as of March 31,
2015 . Amounts received from the installments, pkéer approved reductions such as legal cost$bsisubsequently returned to customers
through a reduction of future rate increases aditzd through another regulatory mechanism.
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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 subsidiaridSP-Wisconsin does not participate in the monent.pécel Energy Inc. may make
investments in the utility subsidiaries at markaséxd interest rates; however, the money pool aeraegt does not allow the utility
subsidiaries to make investments in Xcel Energy Tine money pool balances are eliminated in codatitn.

Commercial Paper —Xcel Energy Inc. and its utility subsidiaries m#wetir short-term liquidity requirements primarilyrough the issuance
of commercial paper and borrowings under theiritfadilities. Commercial paper outstanding for XKEmergy was as follows:

Three Months Ended Twelve Months Ended
(Amounts in Millions, Except Interest Rates) March 31, 2015 Dec. 31, 2014
Borrowing limit $ 2750 % 2,75(
Amount outstanding at period end 96¢ 1,02(
Average amount outstanding 1,07¢ 841
Maximum amount outstanding 1,36( 1,20C
Weighted average interest rate, computed on a tasis 0.4€% 0.3%%
Weighted average interest rate at period end 0.5t 0.5¢
Letters of Credit — Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsidiaries use lettdrsredit, generally with terms of one year , toypde financial

guarantees for certain operating obligations. Atéie81, 2015 and Dec. 31, 2014 , there were $6llomibf letters of credit outstanding
under the credit facilities. The contract amouritese letters of credit approximate their failuesand are subject to fees.

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

At March 31, 2015, Xcel Energy Inc. and its wildubsidiaries had the following committed creditifities available:

(Millions of Dollars) Credit Facility © Drawn © Available

Xcel Energy Inc. $ 1,00C $ 54¢ $ 452

PSCo 70C 14¢ 551

NSP-Minnesota 50C 10C 40C

SPS 40C 15: 247

NSP-Wisconsin 15C 8C 70
Total $ 2,750 % 1,03C $ 1,72C

@ These credit facilities expire in October 2(
®) Includes outstanding commercial paper and lettecsenit

All credit facility bank borrowings, outstandingtiers of credit and outstanding commercial papeuce the available capacity under the
respective credit facilities. Xcel Energy Inc. dtedsubsidiaries had no direct advances on thatdeailities outstanding at March 31, 2015
and Dec. 31, 2014 .

8. Fair Value of Financial Assets and Liabilitie:

Fair Value Measurements

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

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

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



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

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

Specific valuation methods include the following:

Cash equivalents- The fair values of cash equivalents are generalbetl on cost plus accrued interest; money markesfare measured
using quoted net asset values.

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

a Level 3.

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

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

Electric commodity derivatives held by NSP-Minnesotay include transmission congestion instrumemtshased from MISO, PIJM
Interconnection, LLC, Electric Reliability Counaf Texas, SPP and New York Independent System @pergenerally referred to as
financial transmission rights (FTRs). Electric cooutity derivatives held by SPS include FTRs purcdsem SPP. FTRs purchased from a
RTO are financial instruments that entitle or oatathe holder to monthly revenues or charges baisé@nsmission congestion across a
given transmission path. The value of an FTR isvédrfrom, and designed to offset, the cost of gmeongestion, which is caused by overall
transmission load and other transmission constraintaddition to overall transmission load, conigesis also influenced by the operating
schedules of power plants and the consumptioneatritity pertinent to a given transmission pathplanned plant outages, scheduled plant
maintenance, changes in the relative costs of fusdsl in generation, weather and overall changdermand for electricity can each impact
the operating schedules of the power plants otréimsmission grid and the value of an FTR. Theatin process for FTRs utilizes complex
iterative modeling to predict the impacts of forgteal changes in these drivers of transmissionsystagestion on 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 the ladibbservability of managemenforecasts for several of the inputs to this cexphaluatior
model — including expected plant operating schedal®l retail and wholesale demand, fair value nreasents for FTRs have been assigned
a Level 3. Non-trading monthly FTR settlementsiactuded in the fuel and purchased energy costvergomechanisms as applicable in each
jurisdiction, and therefore changes in the faiueadf the yet to be settled portions of most FTiRsdeferred as a regulatory asset or liabi
Given this regulatory treatment and the limited niagle of FTRs relative to the electric utility spgons of NSP-Minnesota and SPS, the
numerous unobservable quantitative inputs to tmepdex model used for valuation of FTRs are insigaifit to the consolidated financial
statements of Xcel Energy.

Non-Derivative Instruments Fair Value Measurements

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) require®MN@innesota to maintain a portfolio of investmetatéund the costs of
decommissioning its nuclear generating plants. fragewith all accumulated earnings or losses, #sets of the nuclear decommissioning
fund are legally restricted for the purpose of dagossioning the Monticello and Prairie Island (Rliclear generating plants. The fund
contains cash equivalents, debt securities, egeityrities and other investments — all classified\ailable-for-sale. NSP-Minnesota plans to
reinvest matured securities until decommissioniagits. NSP-Minnesota uses the MPUC approved aléseatéon for the escrow and
investment targets by asset class for both thewsand qualified trust.

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

Unrealized gains for the nuclear decommissionimgifwere $332.2 million and $312.1 million at Magh 2015 and Dec. 31, 2014,

respectively, and unrealized losses and amountsded as other-than-temporary impairments were7d®llion and $74.1 million at
March 31, 2015 and Dec. 31, 2014 , respectively.
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The following tables present the cost and fair gafiXcel Energy’s non-derivative instruments wiglcurring fair value measurements in the
nuclear decommissioning fund at March 31, 2015@ed. 31, 2014 :

March 31, 2015

Fair Value
(Thousands of Dollars) Cost Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Total
Nuclear decommissioning fund®
Cash equivalents $ 20,83¢ $ 20,83¢ $ — — 3 20,83¢
Commingled funds 470,81( — 489,70 — 489,70«
International equity funds 123,12: — 120,60t — 120,60t
Private equity investments 86,31¢ — — 113,61¢ 113,61¢
Real estate 46,33¢ — — 67,77 67,77¢
Debt securities:
Government securities 24,18¢ — 23,79¢ — 23,79¢
U.S. corporate bonds 64,57« — 60,71: — 60,71:
International corporate bonds 16,42¢ — 16,23 — 16,23«
Municipal bonds 201,12¢ — 206,81 — 206,81
Asset-backed securities 2,82¢ — 2,84 — 2,84
Mortgage-backed securities 12,29: — 12,78° — 12,781
Equity securities:
Common stock 395,10 601,71. — — 601,71-
Total $ 146396 $ 622,55( $ 933,50 $ 181,39 $ 1,737,44!

®  Reported in nuclear decommissioning fund and dthastments on the consolidated balance sheethvetiso includes $81.8 million of equity investmeints
unconsolidated subsidiaries and $48.2 million afaeilaneous investments.

Dec. 31, 2014
Fair Value
(Thousands of Dollars) Cost Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Total
Nuclear decommissioning fund®
Cash equivalents $ 24,18 $ 24,18 $ — 3 — 3 24,18«
Commingled funds 470,01: — 465,61! — 465,61!
International equity funds 80,45« — 78,72: — 78,72:
Private equity investments 73,93¢ — — 101,23 101,23
Real estate 43,85¢ — — 64,24¢ 64,24¢
Debt securities:
Government securities 30,67« — 28,80¢ — 28,80¢
U.S. corporate bonds 81,46: — 77,56: — 77,56
International corporate bonds 16,95( — 16,34: — 16,34:
Municipal bonds 242,28 — 249,20: — 249,20:
Asset-backed securities 9,131 — 9,25( — 9,25(
Mortgage-backed securities 23,22t — 23,89¢ — 23,89¢
Equity securities:
Common stock 369,75: 564,85t — — 564,85¢
Total $ 146592 $ 589,04 $ 949,39 $ 165,48t $ 1,703,92.

®  Reported in nuclear decommissioning fund and dthexstments on the consolidated balance sheethvatéo includes $83.1 million of equity investmeints
unconsolidated subsidiaries and $45.6 million cdaeilaneous investments.
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The following tables present the changes in Levall@ear decommissioning fund investments for thiee¢ months ended March 31, 2Gi&E
2014 .

Gains
Recognized as
Regulatory
(Thousands of Dollars) Jan. 1, 2015 Purchases Settlements Assets® March 31, 2015
Private equity investments $ 101,237 $ 12,38: $ — 3 — 3 113,61¢
Real estate 64,24¢ 3,861 (1,38 1,04¢ 67,774
Total $ 165,48t $ 16,24: $ (1,38)) $ 1,048 $ 181,39¢
Gains
Recognized as
(Thousands of Dollars) Jan. 1, 2014 Purchases Settlements Regulat(gry Asset March 31, 2014
Private equity investments $ 62,69t $ 8,76¢ $ — 2,33 $ 73,80:
Real estate 57,36¢ 3,66( — 1,92¢ 62,95¢
Total $ 120,06: $ 12,42¢ $ — % 4,26: $ 136,75

@ Gains are deferred as a component of the regulagssts for nuclear decommission

The following table summarizes the final contrattaturity dates of the debt securities in the aacldecommissioning fund, by asset class,
at March 31, 2015 :

Final Contractual Maturity

Duein 1 Year Dueinlto5 Duein5to 10 Due after 10

(Thousands of Dollars) or Less Years Years Years Total
Government securities $ — — 3 — 23,79%¢ $  23,79¢
U.S. corporate bonds 472 13,621 49,62¢ (3,019 60,71:
International corporate bonds — 4,49¢ 11,33 40€ 16,23¢
Municipal bonds 71€ 32,05¢ 35,877 138,16 206,81«
Asset-backed securities — — 2,841 — 2,84
Mortgage-backed securities — — — 12,78 12,78

Debt securities $ 1,18¢ $ 50,17t $ 99,68: $ 172,14: $ 323,19(

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 pricem@ specified benchmark interest rate for an gdteid debt issuance for a specific period.
These derivative instruments are generally deséghas cash flow hedges for accounting purposes.

At March 31, 2015 , accumulated other compreherisisges related to interest rate derivatives iredu®i3.1 million of net losses expected to
be reclassified into earnings during the next 12tin® as the related hedged interest rate transadtigpact earnings, including forecasted
amounts for any unsettled hedges, as applicable.

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

Commodity Derivatives —Xcel Energy enters into derivative instruments tmage variability of future cash flows from changes
commodity prices in its electric and natural gasragions, as well as for trading purposes. Thisccmelude the purchase or sale of energy or
energy-related products, natural gas to generatdriel energy, natural gas for resale, FTRs, veHigtl and weather derivatives.
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At March 31, 2015, Xcel Energy had various vehfadle contracts designated as cash flow hedgeséixig through December 2016. Xcel
Energy also enters into derivative instruments thiéigate commaodity price risk on behalf of electaind natural gas customers but are not
designated as qualifying hedging transactions. §ésum the fair value of non-trading commodity detive instruments are recorded in other
comprehensive income or deferred as a regulat@st as liability. The classification as a regulgtasset or liability is based on commission
approved regulatory recovery mechanisms. Xcel Bnergorded immaterial amounts to income relatetiéaneffectiveness of cash flow
hedges for the three months ended March 31, 20d2014 .

At March 31, 2015, net losses related to commatiitiypvative cash flow hedges recorded as a compaietcumulated other
comprehensive losses included $0.1 million of oesés expected to be reclassified into earningaglithie next 12 months as the hedged
transactions occur.

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

The following table details the gross notional amtswof commaodity forwards, options and FTRs at Ma&, 2015 and Dec. 31, 2014 :

(Amounts in Thousands)®® March 31, 2015 Dec. 31, 2014

Megawatt hours of electricity 30,82¢ 56,36!
Million British thermal units of natural gas 465 927
Gallons of vehicle fuel 24¢ 282

®  Amounts are not reflective of net positions in timglerlying commoditie
®  Notional amounts for options are included on a gitmsis, but are weighted for the probability afreise

The following tables detail the impact of derivatiactivity during the three months ended March281,5 and 2014, on accumulated other
comprehensive loss, regulatory assets and lias)igind income:

Three Months Ended March 31, 2015

Pre-Tax Fair Value Losses Recognized Pre-Tax (Gains) Losses Reclassified into
During the Period in: Income During the Period from: Pre-Tax Gains
Regulatory Regulatory Recognized
Accumulated Other (Assets) and Accumulated Other Assets and During the Period in
(Thousands of Dollars) Comprehensive Loss Liabilities Comprehensive Loss (Liabilities) Income
Derivatives designated as cash
flow hedges
Interest rate $ — % — % 941 @ § — $ —
Vehicle fuel and other
commodity (18) — 2€ ® — —
Total $ 1g $ — $ 967 $ — $ —
Other derivative instruments
Commodity trading $ — — = $ — $ 3,88( ©
Electric commodity — (9,47)) — (5,129 @ —
Natural gas commodity — (21¢) — (8,831 @ 8,991 ©
Total $ — $ (9,687 $ — $ (13,959 $ 12,87:
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Three Months Ended March 31, 2014

Pre-Tax Fair Value Gains (Losses) Pre-Tax (Gains) Losses Reclassified into
Recognized During the Period in: Income During the Period from: Pre-Tax LoSSes
Regulatory Regulatory Recognized
Accumulated Other (Assets) and Accumulated Other Assets and During the Period in
(Thousands of Dollars) Comprehensive Loss Liabilities Comprehensive Loss (Liabilities) Income
Derivatives designated as cash
flow hedges
Interest rate $ — $ — $ 94 @ $ — $ —
Vehicle fuel and other
commodity 12 — (28) ® — —
Total $ (12 $ = $ 91¢ $ = $ =
Other derivative instruments
Commodity trading $ — 3 — 3 — $ — $ (2,259 ©
Electric commodity — 3,521 — (20,69¢) @ —
Natural gas commodity — 18,50¢ — (18,84() © (5,307) ©
Total $ — $ 22,03: $ — $ (39,53¢) $ (7,555

@ Amounts are recorded to interest chai

®  Amounts are recorded to operating and maintenaD&M) expense:

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

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

©  Amounts for the three months ended March 31, 2052814 included immaterial settlement losses civatives entered to mitigate natural gas prick fig electric
generation, recorded to electric fuel and purch@ssekr, subject to cosecovery mechanisms and reclassified to a regylasset, as appropriate. The remaining deriv
settlement gains and losses for the three montihesdearch 31, 2015 and 2014 relate to natural pasations and are recorded to cost of natural gdsasid transported.
These gains and losses are subject to cost-recmesizanisms and reclassified out of income to aladgry asset or liability, as appropriate.

Xcel Energy had no derivative instruments desighatefair value hedges during the three monthsceiierch 31, 2015 and 2014 .
Therefore, no gains or losses from fair value hedgeaelated hedged transactions were recognizetiése periods.

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

Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsidiaries employ addi 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, when necesdagyadtivity with a specific counterparty is limitadtil credit enhancement is provided.

Xcel Energy’s utility subsidiaries’ most signifidcatoncentrations of credit risk with particulariies or industries are contracts with
counterparties to their wholesale, trading and mading commodity and transmission activities. Adarigh 31, 2015, five of Xcel Energyl®
most significant counterparties for these actigitieomprising $53.0 million or 19 percent of thisdit exposure, had investment grade credit
ratings from Standard & Poor’s Ratings Servicesptos Investor Services or Fitch Ratings. The retimgj five significant counterparties,
comprising $63.0 million or 23 percent of this dtezkposure, were not rated by these agencieddned on Xcel Energy’s internal analysis,
had credit quality consistent with investment gratle10 of these significant counterparties are@&] municipal or cooperative electric
entities or other utilities.

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 contracts and therefore
not reflected on the balance sheet, may requirealk#ng of collateral or settlement of the conisdor various reasons, including if the
applicable utility subsidiary is unable to maintémcredit ratings. At March 31, 2015 and Dec. X114, there were no derivative instruments
in a liability position that would have requirecethosting of collateral or settlement of applicatléstanding contracts if the credit ratings of
Xcel Energy Inc.’s utility subsidiaries were dowaded below investment grade.
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Certain derivative instruments are also subjecbotttract provisions that contain adequate assuralaases. These provisions allow
counterparties to seek performance assurancedinglgash collateral, in the event that a givelityigubsidiary’s ability to fulfill its
contractual obligations is reasonably expectecktartpaired. Xcel Energy had no collateral postéatee to adequate assurance clauses in
derivative contracts as of March 31, 2015 and B&¢2014 .

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 mtarring basis at March 31, 2015 :

March 31, 2015

Fair value Fair Value Counterparty
(Thousands of Dollars) Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Total Netting ©® Total
Current derivative assets
Other derivative instruments:
Commodity trading $ — $ 11,36¢ $ 239 % 13,76¢ $ (2,01) $ 11,747
Electric commodity — — 19,60¢ 19,60¢ (4,299 15,31:
Total current derivative assets $ — $ 11,36¢ $ 22,000 $ 33,37C $ (6,31)) 27,05¢
PPAs® 11,84¢
Current derivative instruments $ 38,90¢
Noncurrent derivative assets
Other derivative instruments:
Commodity trading $ — $ 1796 $ — 3 17,967 $ 4,129 $ 13,83¢
Total noncurrent derivative assets $ — $ 1796 % — % 17,967 $ (4,129 13,83¢
PPAs® 37,90:
Noncurrent derivative instruments $ 51,73¢
March 31, 2015
Fair Value Fair Value Counterparty
(Thousands of Dollars) Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Total Netting ® Total
Current derivative liabilities
Derivatives designated as cash flow hedges:
Vehicle fuel and other commodity $ — ¢ 126 $ — ¢ 1268 $ —  $ 12¢
Other derivative instruments:
Commodity trading — 5,84( 27¢ 6,11¢ (6,110 8
Electric commodity — — 4,29¢ 4,29¢ (4,299 —
Other commodity — 527 — 527 — 527
Total current derivative liabilities $ — % 6,49t 3 457 % 11,067 $ (10,409 662
PPAs® 18,95:
Current derivative instruments $ 19,61¢
Noncurrent derivative liabilities
Derivatives designated as cash flow hedges:
Vehicle fuel and other commodity $ — 3 85 $ — 3 85 $ — 85
Other derivative instruments:
Commodity trading — 7,541 — 7,541 (7,54)) —
Other commodity — 51 — 51 — 51
Total noncurrent derivative liabilities $ — 3 7671 $ — 3 7671 $ (7,54)) 13€
PPAs® 178,82:
Noncurrent derivative instruments $ 178,95

® In 2003, as a result of implementing new guidantéhe normal purchase exception for derivative anting, Xcel Energy began recording several lomgitEPAs at fair
value due to accounting requirements related teulyidg price adjustments. As these purchasesea®/ered through normal regulatory recovery meamasiin the
respective jurisdictions, the changes in fair vdbrahese contracts were offset by regulatorytasmed liabilities. During 2006, Xcel Energy quigif these contracts under
the normal purchase exception. Based on this dgatiibn, the contracts are no longer adjustedito/édue and the previous carrying value of thesatracts will be
amortized over the remaining contract lives alotitty the offsetting regulatory assets and liabiitie



Xcel Energy nets derivative instruments and relatdhteral in its consolidated balance sheet wheyported by a legally enforceable master nettjrgeament, and all
derivative instruments and related collateral ant®urere subject to master netting agreements athviir, 2015 . At March 31, 2015 , derivative asaats liabilities
include no obligations to return cash collateral #re rights to reclaim cash collateral of $7.9ionl. The counterparty netting amounts presenketlide settlement
receivables and payables and non-derivative amaolbatsnay be subject to the same master nettirepagents.
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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, 2014 :

Dec. 31, 2014
Fair value Fair Value Counterparty
(Thousands of Dollars) Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Total Netting © Total
Current derivative assets
Other derivative instruments:
Commodity trading $ — $ 1432t $ 473.  $ 19,05¢ $ (3,240 $ 15,81¢
Electric commodity — — 62,82¢ 62,82t (11,409 51,42
Natural gas commodity — 381 — 381 (22 35¢
Total current derivative assets $ — $ 14700 $ 6755 $ 82,26: $ (14,669 67,60(
PPAs® 18,12:
Current derivative instruments $ 85,72:
Noncurrent derivative assets
Other derivative instruments:
Commodity trading $ — $ 17617 $ — 3 17,617 $ (4,25) $ 13,46¢
Total noncurrent derivative assets $ — $ 17617 $ — 3 17,617 $ (4,15)) 13,46¢
PPAs® 40,30¢
Noncurrent derivative instruments $ 53,77¢
Dec. 31, 2014
Fair value Fair Value Counterparty
(Thousands of Dollars) Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Total Netting © Total
Current derivative liabilities
Derivatives designated as cash flow hedges:
Vehicle fuel and other commodity $ — 3 11€  $ — 3 11€  $ — 11€
Other derivative instruments:
Commodity trading — 7,97¢ — 7,97¢ (7,979 —
Electric commodity — — 11,40: 11,40: (11,409 —
Natural gas commodity — 54¢ — 54¢ (22) 527
Total current derivative liabilities $ —  $ 864C $ 11,40: $ 20,04: $ (29,39 64t
PPAs® 20,98’
Current derivative instruments $ 21,63:
Noncurrent derivative liabilities
Derivatives designated as cash flow hedges:
Vehicle fuel and other commodity $ — ¢ 10z $ — ¢ 10z $ —  $ 10z
Other derivative instruments:
Commodity trading — 6,89( — 6,89( (6,039 857
Natural gas commodity — 35 — 35 — 38
Total noncurrent derivative liabilities $ — $ 7,021 $ — 3 7,020 $ (6,039 994
PPAs® 182,94
Noncurrent derivative instruments $ 183,93

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

®  Xcel Energy nets derivative instruments and relatiteral in its consolidated balance sheet wheported by a legally enforceable master nettijrgeanent, and all
derivative instruments and related collateral an®wrere subject to master netting agreements at¥1e@014 . At Dec. 31, 2014 , derivative assetkl@bilities include
no obligations to return cash collateral and righteeclaim cash collateral of $6.6 million . Th®uoterparty netting amounts presented excludess®gtht receivables and



payables and non-derivative amounts that may bjestuio the same master netting agreements.
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The following table presents the changes in Levadr@modity derivatives for the three months endeddid 31, 2015 and 2014 ;

Three Months Ended March 31

(Thousands of Dollars) 2015 2014
Balance at Jan. 1 $ 56,15¢ $ 41,66(
Purchases 5,792 1,05¢
Settlements (19,93) (53,809
Net transactions recorded during the period:
Gains recognized in earnings 6C 99¢
(Losses) gains recognized as regulatory assetbadnilities (24,64 34,31
Balance at March 31 $ 17,42¢  § 24,21

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

Xcel Energy recognizes transfers between levets #e beginning of each period. There were nosfiens of amounts between levels for
derivative instruments for the three months endeddi 31, 2015 and 2014.

Fair Value of Long-Term Debt

As of March 31, 2015 and Dec. 31, 2014 , othenfama instruments for which the carrying amount dat equal fair value were as follows:

March 31, 2015 Dec. 31, 2014
Carrying Carrying
(Thousands of Dollars) Amount Fair Value Amount Fair Value
Long-term debt, including current portion $ 11,756,86 $ 13,619,32 $ 11,757,36 $ 13,360,23

The fair value of Xcel Energy’s long-term debt gtimated based on recent trades and observablkedspi®om benchmark interest rates for
similar securities. The fair value estimates amgeldaon information available to management as otMa1, 2015 and Dec. 31, 2014 , and
given the observability of the inputs to thesergates, the fair values presented for long-term Helse been assigned a Level 2.

9. Other Income, Ne!

Other income, net consisted of the following:

Three Months Ended March 31

(Thousands of Dollars) 2015 2014
Interest income $ 4,23t $ 3,89:
Other nonoperating income 96¢ 1,11¢
Insurance policy expense (2,045 (1,809)
Other income, net $ 3161 $ 3,201

10. Segment Informatior

The regulated electric utility operating resultdNSP-Minnesota, NSP-Wisconsin, PSCo and SPS, dssvtlie 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 performamocesish utility subsidiary based on profit or loengrated from the product or service
provided. These segments are managed separatalydeethe revenue streams are dependent upon esbrde recovery, which is separat
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 electrigitparily in portions of Minnesota,
Wisconsin, Michigan, North Dakota, South DakotaldZado, Texas and New Mexico. In addition, thisreegt includes sales for
resale and provides wholesale transmission setwigarious entities in the United States. Regulafedtric utility also includes
commodity trading operations.

« Xcel Energy’s regulated natural gas utility segtransports, stores and distributes naturapgasarily in portions of Minnesota,
Wisconsin, North Dakota, Michigan and Colorado.
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* Revenues from operating segments not includesieabre below the necessary quantitative threstasidsare therefore included in
the all other category. Those primarily includeasterevenue, appliance repair services, nonutiify estate activities, revenues
associated with processing solid waste into refleséred fuel and investments in rental housingeuts that qualify for low-income
housing tax credits.

Xcel Energy had equity investments in unconsolidatgbsidiaries of $81.8 million and $83.1 milliehaf March 31, 2015 and Dec. 31,
2014 , respectively, included in the regulated redtgas utility 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 requir¢ranpiand 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 operations for regulated teleand regulated natural gas utility segments,rttajority of costs are directly assigned to
each segment. However, some costs, such as comepogcthtion, common O&M expenses and interest esgpare allocated based on cost
causation allocators. A general allocator is usedértain general and administrative expensebjdimg office supplies, rent, property
insurance and general advertising.

Regulated Regulated Reconciling Consolidated
(Thousands of Dollars) Electric Natural Gas All Other Eliminations Total
Three Months Ended March 31, 2015
Operating revenues from external customers $ 2,224,86. $ 715,99t $ 21,36( $ — $ 2,962,21
Intersegment revenues 33C 67€ — (1,006 —
Total revenues $ 2,225,19 $ 716,67. $ 21,36( $ (1,006 $ 2,962,21!
Net income (loss) $ 81,02: @ ¢ 83,67¢ $ (12,63) $ — $ 152,06t
Regulated Regulated Reconciling Consolidated
(Thousands of Dollars) Electric Natural Gas All Other Eliminations Total
Three Months Ended March 31, 2014
Operating revenues from external customers $ 2,301, 71 $ 879,68{ $ 21,20t $ — $ 3,202,60-
Intersegment revenues 358 3,252 — (3,605 —
Total revenues $ 2,302,06. $ 882,94( $ 21,20¢ $ (3,605 $ 3,202,60-
Net income (loss) $ 185,43 $ 77,33t $ (1,549 $ — $ 261,22

® Includes a net of tax charge related to the MohtideCM/EPU project. See Note

11. Earnings Per Share

Basic earnings per share (EPS) was computed bglidiythe earnings available to Xcel Energy Incdsmmon shareholders by the weighted
average number of common shares outstanding dtirengeriod. Diluted EPS was computed by dividing élarnings available to Xcel
Energy Inc.’s common shareholders by the dilutejisted average number of common shares outstawiirigg the period. Diluted EPS
reflects the potential dilution that could occusécurities or other agreements to issue commak ¢t@., common stock equivalents) were
settled. The weighted average number of potentifilifive shares outstanding used to calculate Xeergy Inc.’s diluted EPS is calculated
using the treasury stock method.

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

Common stock equivalents causing dilutive impadERS include commitments to issue common stockee ko time based equity
compensation awards and time based employer matchintributions to certain 401(k) plan participants

Stock equivalent units granted to Xcel Energy m&bard of Directors are included in common shatgstanding upon grant date as there is

no further service, performance or market conditiesociated with these awards. Restricted stoekiten to settle amounts due to certain
employees under the Xcel Energy Inc. Executive Ahincentive Award Plan, is included in common sisasutstanding when granted.
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Share-based compensation arrangements for whioh iheurrently no dilutive impact to EPS inclutie following:

» Equity awards subject to a performance condjtiociuded in common shares outstanding when aiéssary conditions for
settlement have been satisfied by the end of thertieg period.

» Liability awards subject to a performance coiodit any portions settled in shares are includecbimmon shares outstanding upon
settlement.

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

Three Months Ended March 31, 2015 Three Months Ended March 31, 2014
Per Share Per Share
(Amounts in thousands, except per share data) Income Shares Amount Income Shares Amount
Net income $ 152,06t $ 261,22:
Basic EPS:
Earnings available to common shareholders 152,06¢ 506,98! $ 0.3C 261,22: 499,52 $ 0.52Z
Effect of dilutive securities:
Time based equity awards — 41C — 22¢
Diluted EPS:
Earnings available to common shareholders $ 152,06¢ 907,390 ¢ 0.3C $ 261,22 499,74t ¢ 0.52

12. Benefit Plans and Other Postretirement Benefil

Components of Net Periodic Benefit Cost (Credit)

Three Months Ended March 31

2015 2014 2015 2014
Postretirement Health
(Thousands of Dollars) Pension Benefits Care Benefits

Service cost $ 24828 $ 22,08 $ 52¢ $ 864
Interest cost 37,13: 39,15¢ 6,32¢ 8,507
Expected return on plan assets (53,477 (51,807 (6,650 (8,489
Amortization of prior service credit (457) (437) (2,672) (2,672
Amortization of net loss 31,28¢ 29,19: 1,351 2,93t
Net periodic benefit cost (credit) 39,32: 38,19 (1,119 1,14t
Costs not recognized due to the effects of requiati (7,496 (7,057) — —
Net benefit cost (credit) recognized for finaneigporting $ 3182 $ 3114 § (1,119 $ 1,14t

In January 2015, contributions of $90.0 million wenade across four of Xcel Energy’s pension plxnsl Energy does not expect additional
pension contributions during 2015.

13. Other Comprehensive Incom:

Changes in accumulated other comprehensive (Insgjrie, net of tax, for the three months ended Maigi2015 and 2014 were as follows:

Three Months Ended March 31, 2015
Defined Benefit

Gains and Losses Unrealized Gains Pension and
on Cash Flow on Marketable Postretirement
(Thousands of Dollars) Hedges Securities Items Total
Accumulated other comprehensive (loss) incomeratla $ (57,620 $ 11C $ (50,62) $ (108,139
Other comprehensive (loss) income before reclassifins (11 1 — (20
Losses reclassified from net accumulated other cehgmsive loss 58¢ — 87¢ 1,461
Net current period other comprehensive income 574 1 87¢ 1,451

Accumulated other comprehensive (loss) income atMal $ (57,05) $ 111§ (49,749 $ (106,689
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Three Months Ended March 31, 2014
Defined Benefit

Gains and Losses Unrealized Gains Pension and
on Cash Flow on Marketable Postretirement
(Thousands of Dollars) Hedges Securities Items Total

Accumulated other comprehensive (loss) incomeratla $ (59,75) $ 77 % (46,599 $ (106,27Y
Other comprehensive (loss) income before reclassifins @) 38 — 31
Losses reclassified from net accumulated other cehgmsive loss 56( — 864 1,42¢
Net current period other comprehensive income 55¢ 38 864 1,45¢
Accumulated other comprehensive (loss) income atval $ (59,200 $ 11£  § (45,73) $ (104,820

Reclassifications from accumulated other comprekiersss for the three months ended March 31, 20162014 were as follows:

Amounts Reclassified from Accumulated
Other Comprehensive Loss

Three Months Ended Three Months Ended
(Thousands of Dollars) March 31, 2015 March 31, 2014
(Gains) losses on cash flow hedges:
Interest rate derivatives $ 941 @ & 94¢ @
Vehicle fuel derivatives 26 ® (28) ®
Total, pre-tax 967 91¢
Tax benefit (382 (358
Total, net of tax 58t 56(
Defined benefit pension and postretirement (gdosges:
Amortization of net loss 1,53t © 1,50 ©
Prior service credit (90) © (86) ©
Transition obligation — O — O
Total, pre-tax 1,44t 1,41¢
Tax benefit (569 (550
Total, net of tax 87¢€ 864
Total amounts reclassified, net of tax $ 1,461 $ a2

@ Included in interest charg
® Included in O&M expense
© Included in the computation of net periodic pensiad postretirement benefit costs. See Note 18dtails regarding these benefit pl:

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

The following discussion and analysis by 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 maitapalct in the future. It should be read in
conjunction with the accompanying consolidatedrial statements and the related notes to consetidamancial statements. Due to the
seasonality of Xcel Energy’s operating results rtgrly financial results are not an appropriatesbiasm 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, taiogies and assumptions. Such forward-lookingestents, including the 2015 earnings per
share guidance and assumptions, are intendeditiebified in this document by the words “anticipdt‘believe,” “estimate,” “expect,”
“intend,” “may,” “objective,” “outlook,” “plan,” “project,” “possible,” “potential,” “should” and sitair expressions. Actual results may vary
materially. Forward-looking statements speak oslpfthe date they are made, and we do not unaeaak obligation to update them to
reflect changes that occur after that date. Fatihatscould cause actual results to differ matisriaclude, but are not limited to: general
economic conditions, including inflation rates, retary fluctuations and their impact on capital exgiures and the ability of Xcel Energy
Inc. and its subsidiaries to obtain financing ovofable terms; business conditions in the enerdystry, including the risk of a slowdown in
the U.S. economy or delay in growth recovery; trdideal, taxation and environmental policies inas where Xcel Energy has a financial
interest; customer business conditions; actiorsedit rating agencies; competitive factors, inalgdthe extent and timing of the entry of
additional competition in the markets served by DEagergy Inc. and its subsidiaries; unusual weathects of geopolitical events, including
war and acts of terrorism; cyber security threats data security breaches; state, federal andgiofeislative and regulatory initiatives that
affect cost and investment recovery, have an impacttes or have an impact on asset operatiowieeship or impose environmental
compliance conditions; structures that affect iheesl and degree to which competition enters tharileand natural gas markets; costs and
other effects of legal and administrative procegslirsettlements, investigations and claims; actignegulatory bodies impacting our nucl
operations, including those affecting costs, opanator the approval of requests pending beforé\tRE; financial or regulatory accounting
policies imposed by regulatory bodies; availabititycost of capital; employee work force factohs ittems described under Factors Affecting
Results of Operations in Item 7 of Xcel Energy 'm&orm 10-K for the year ended Dec. 31, 2014 ; twedother risk factors listed from time
to time by Xcel Energy in reports filed with the GHncluding Risk Factors in Item 1A and Exhibit@9 of Xcel Energy Inc.’s Annual
Report on Form 10-K for the year ended Dec. 31420dnd Quarterly Report on Form 10-Q for the qeraehded March 31, 2015.

Financial Review

The only common equity securities that are publichgded are common shares of Xcel Energy Inc. Tlaéed earnings and EPS of each
subsidiary discussed below do not represent atdegal interest in the assets and liabilitiescdted to such subsidiary but rather represent a
direct interest in our assets and liabilities aghale. Ongoing diluted EPS for Xcel Energy and blgssdiary is a financial measure not
recognized under GAAP. Ongoing diluted EPS is dated by dividing the net income or loss attriblgaio the controlling interest of each
subsidiary, adjusted for certain items, by the wtid average fully diluted Xcel Energy Inc. comnstvares outstanding for the period. We
use this non-GAAP financial measure to evaluatepnuide details of Xcel Energy’s core earnings anderlying performance. We believe
this measurement is useful to investors in fatitiaperiod over period comparisons and evaluatingrojecting financial results. This non-
GAAP financial measure should not be considerehaaslternative to measures calculated and reportadcordance with GAAP.

Results of Operations

The following table summarizes the diluted EPSXoel Energy:

Three Months Ended March 31

Diluted Earnings (Loss) Per Share 2015 2014

PSCo $ 02z $ 0.24
NSP-Minnesota 0.1¢€ 0.21
NSP-Wisconsin 0.0t 0.0t
SPS 0.04 0.04
Equity earnings of unconsolidated subsidiaries 0.01 0.01
Regulated utility 0.4¢ 0.5t
Xcel Energy Inc. and other (0.02) (0.09)
Ongoing diluted EPS 0.4¢ 0.52
Loss on Monticello LCM/EPU project (0.1¢) —
GAAP diluted EPS $ 03C $ 0.5z
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Earnings Adjusted for Certain Items (Ongoing Earngs)

Ongoing earnings reflect adjustments to GAAP egsifior certain items. Xcel Energyinanagement believes that ongoing earnings pra
meaningful comparison of earnings results andpsasentative of Xcel Energy’s fundamental core iegspower. Xcel Energy’s
management uses ongoing earnings internally fanfiral planning and analysis, for reporting of fssto the Board of Directors, in
determining whether performance targets are mgiédiormance-based compensation, and when comntungjées earnings outlook to
analysts and investors.

First quarter 2015 GAAP earnings included a $0di6ghare charge related to the Monticello nuclaeitify LCM/EPU project, which in tot:
cost $748 million. In March 2015, the MPUC appro¥eirecovery, including a return, on $415 milliofthe project costs, inclusive of
AFUDC, but only allow recovery of the remaining $33illion of costs with no return on this portiohtbe investment for years 2015 and
beyond. As a result of this decision, Xcel Energgorded a pre-tax charge of approximately $129%amillSee Note 5 to the consolidated
financial statements for further discussion.

Summary of Ongoing Earning:

Xcel Energy— First quarter 2015 ongoing earnings, which exclam@djustment for a charge related to the MontideGM/EPU project,
decreased $0.06 per share for the first quart20d% . The decrease in ongoing earnings was laagglputable to the negative impact of
weather. The extreme cold weather experiencedeifiitst quarter of 2014 positively impacted earsify approximately $0.05 per share.
weather in 2015 was closer to normal, resulting imet negative variance when comparing periodsi@#ttors include higher depreciation,
operating and maintenance expenses, property saxekbwer allowance for funds used during consimactfThese amounts were partially
offset by earnings from higher electric margins tlueew rates and riders in various jurisdictions.

PSCo— PSCo’s ongoing earnings decreased $0.02 per &ratee first quarter of 2015. The positive impattmplementing the CACJA
rider, effective Jan. 1, 2015, and the recognitiblfower estimated electric earnings test refundsavoffset by lower AFUDC, higher prope
taxes, O&M expenses, depreciation and the unfaleiaipact of weather ($0.01 per share).

NSP-Minnesota— NSP-Minnesota’s ongoing earnings decreased $i:0Share for the first quarter of 2015. Highererawe attributable to
electric rate cases in North Dakota and South Cafoterim, subject to refund) were more than dffsethe impact of increases in
depreciation and O&M expenses as well as unfaverakehther. The colder weather experienced in 284dlted in a $0.03 per share decr
when comparing periods. In the first quarter of 204SP-Minnesota recorded electric revenue in Mok consistent with interim rates,
which were implemented in January 2014, as the MRBKCnot issued its final rate case order or rafeds treatment of interim rates. A true-
up reflecting an additional $10.5 million of figtiarter revenue would be recorded later in the, yetire MPUC approves NSP-Minnesota’'s
proposed treatment of the 2014 refund for intedtes.

NSP-Wisconsin— NSP-Wisconsin’s ongoing earnings were flat fa tinst quarter of 2015 . Lower O&M expenses arghbr electric
margins, primarily due to an electric rate increagere offset by the unfavorable impact of wea(®6r01 per share) and higher depreciation.

SPS— SPS’ ongoing earnings were flat for the firstgeaof 2015. Higher electric rates in Texas anavMéexico were offset by higher
depreciation and O&M expenses.
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Changes in Diluted EPS

The following table summarizes significant compdserontributing to the changes in 2015 EPS compairtdthe same period in 2014 . See

further discussion below.

Diluted Earnings (Loss) Per Share

Three Months
Ended March 31

2014 GAAP and ongoing diluted EPS

Components of change — 2015 vs. 2014
Higher electric margins

Lower conservation and DSM program expenses (offfigédbwer revenues)

Higher depreciation and amortization
Higher O&M expenses

Higher ETR

Lower AFUDC — equity

Lower natural gas margins

Higher taxes (other than income taxes)
Higher interest charges

Dilution from equity issued through the at-the-n&rgrogram, direct stock purchase plan and bepiledits

2015 ongoing diluted EPS
Loss on Monticello LCM/EPU project

2015 GAAP diluted EPS

The following tables summarize the earnings countrims of Xcel Energy’s business segments:

$ 0.5z

0.0%
0.0z
(0.09)
(0.09)
(0.02)
(0.02)
(0.01)
(0.01)
(0.01)
(0.01)
0.4€
(0.16)
$ 0.3C

Three Months Ended March 31

(Millions of Dollars) 2015 2014

GAAP income (loss) by segment

Regulated electric income $ 81.C $ 185.2

Regulated natural gas income 83.7 77.2

Other (loss) incom@ (2.9 11.4

Xcel Energy Inc. and oth& (10.9 (12.9
Total net income $ 1521 $ 261.

Three Months Ended March 31

Contributions to Diluted Earnings (Loss) Per Share 2015 2014

GAAP earnings (loss) by segment

Regulated electric $ 0.1¢ $ 0.37

Regulated natural gas 0.1¢€ 0.1¢

Other® — 0.0z

Xcel Energy Inc. and oth& (0.02) (0.09)
Total diluted EPS $ 03C $ 0.5z

®  Not a reportable segment. Included in all othensag results in Note 10 to the consolidated finanstiatement

Statement of Income Analysis

The following discussion summarizes the items #ffgicted the individual revenue and expense it@pernted in the consolidated statements

of income.

Estimated Impact of Temperature Changes on ReguiaEarnings— Unusually hot summers or cold winters increaseteteand natural
gas sales, while mild weather reduces electricreatdral gas sales. The estimated impact of weathearnings is based on the number of
customers, temperature variances and the amounattofal gas or electricity the average customdoticzlly uses per degree of temperature.

Accordingly, deviations in weather from normal levean affect Xcel Energy’s financial performance.
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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 (HDDhésmeasure of the variation in the
weather based on the extent to which the avera@ietdmperature falls below 65° Fahrenheit. Coolidtegree-days (CDD) is the measure of
the variation in the weather based on the extentich the average daily temperature rises aboVd-66renheit. Each degree of temperature
above 65° Fahrenheit is counted as one coolingededay, and each degree of temperature below 6&&Riaeit is counted as one heating
degree-day. In Xcel Energy’s more humid servicattares, a THI is used in place of CDD, which addisumidity factor to CDD. HDD,

CDD and THI are most likely to impact the usageXoél Energy’s residential and commercial customieidustrial customers are less
sensitive to weather.

Normal weather conditions are defined as eithefl-year or 30-year average of actual historical weationditions. The historical period of
time used in the calculation of normal weathered#fby jurisdiction, based on regulatory practice calculate the impact of weather on
demand, a demand factor is applied to the weathgadt on sales as defined above to derive the anobgiemand associated with the
weather impact.

There was no impact on sales in the first quaft@0a5 due to THI or CDD. The percentage (decremsegase in normal and actual HDD is
provided in the following table:

Three Months Ended March 31

2015 vs. 2014 vs. 2015 vs.
Normal Normal 2014
HDD (1.)% 14.1%  (13.9%

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

Three Months Ended March 31

2015 vs. 2014 vs. 2015 vs.

Normal Normal 2014
Retail electric $ (0.00)) $ 0.031 $ (0.03)
Firm natural gas (0.004) 0.01¢ (0.029)
Total $ (0.005) $ 0.04¢ $ (0.059

Sales Growth (Decline— The following tables summarize Xcel Energy amsdsiibsidiaries’ sales growth (decline) for actunal eeather-
normalized sales in 2015 :

Three Months Ended March 31

Xcel Energy SPS NSP-Wisconsin PSCo NSP-Minnesota
Actual
Electric residentia (4.9% (3.)% (7.7)% (3.9% (6.9%
Electric commercial and industrial — 1.¢ 1.t 0.4 2.7
Total retail electric sales (1.5 0.8 (1.6) (0.9 (3.
Firm natural gas sales (10.7 N/A (9.3 (9.6) (11.7

Three Months Ended March 31

Xcel Energy SPS NSP-Wisconsin PSCo NSP-Minnesota
Weather-normalized
Electric residentia (0.5)% 2.L% (1.2)% (1.0% (0.79%
Electric commercial and industrial 0.c 2.C 3.1 1.1 (0.9
Total retail electric sales 0.t 1.¢ 1.7 0.4 (0.5
Firm natural gas sales 2.6 N/A 6.5 2.C 3.¢

@  Extreme weather variations and additional factachsas windchill and cloud cover may not be refiddn weathenormalized and actual growth estimz
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Weathefnormalized Electric Growth (Decline)

e SPS’ commercial and industrial (C&I) growth wdréven by continued expansion from oil and gas evgilon and production in the
Southeastern New Mexico, Permian Basin area. Retsdigrowth reflects an increased number of custenas well as greater use
per customer.

* NSF-Wisconsin’s electric sales growth was largely tlustrong sales to large C&I customers primarilyhie oil, gas and sand
mining industries. Residential decline was prinyaaittributable to lower use per customer.

* PSCo’s C&l growth was primarily due to expansiornhe health care and technology services inghsstResidential decrease was
primarily the result of weaker use per customertiglyy offset by customer growth.

* NSF-Minnesota’'s C&l electric sales declined as a restilower use for large customers (primarily doetdecline in usage by the
service industry), partially offset by an increas¢he number of customers in both the small angel@lasses. Residential decrease
was due to less use per customer, partially offgencreasing customer growth.

Weathernormalized Natural Gas Growth

» Across all natural gas service territories, @ased natural gas sales were fueled by both cusgmmsth and higher use per
customer. Low natural gas prices and continued@oic recovery drove gains from both residential @&l customers. In
addition, NSP-Minnesota and NSP-Wisconsin expeddrgrowth from customers converting from propaneatural gas and
customers in the sand mining industry.

Electric Revenues and Margin

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

Three Months Ended March 31

(Millions of Dollars) 2015 2014

Electric revenues $ 2,228 $ 2,30z

Electric fuel and purchased power (950 (1,067)
Electric margin $ 1,27¢ $ 1,23¢

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

Electric Revenue:

Three Months
Ended March 31

(Millions of Dollars) 2015 vs. 2014
Fuel and purchased power cost recovery $ (110
Estimated impact of weather (25)
Conservation and DSM program revenues (offset ipgrses) (16)
Trading (8)
Non-fuel riders® ® 34
Retail rate increasé’© 23
Earnings test refund 11
Transmission revenue 8
Other, net 6
Total decrease in electric revenues $ (77)
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Electric Margin

Three Months
Ended March 31

(Millions of Dollars) 2015 vs. 2014
Non-fuel riders® ® $ 34
Retail rate increasdd© 23
Earnings test refund 11
Transmission revenue, net of costs 7
NSP-Wisconsin fuel recovery 7
Estimated impact of weather (25)
Conservation and DSM program revenues (offset ipgrses) (16)
Other, net (@D}
Total increase in electric margin $ 40

@ Increase relates primarily to the new CACJA ride€plorado ($24 million), effective Jan. 1, 2016d & CR rider in Minnesota ($9 millio

) Non-fuel rider amounts for the CACJA rider in Colora@towed for in the settlement) positively impactestenues and more than offset the base rate gecr&ee Note
to the consolidated financial statements.

© Increase due to rate proceedings in Texas, MinagBtew Mexico, Wisconsin and North Dakota and tierim rates associated with the pending South Ratase,
subject to and net of an estimated provision farme. These increases were slightly offset bydie in Colorado retail base rates which occuagd result of the recent
CPUC decision.

Natural Gas Revenues and Margin
Total natural gas expense tends to vary with clrengales requirements and the cost of natural gah@ases. However, due to the design of
purchased natural gas cost recovery mechanisnesoeer current expenses for sales to retail cusgrfiectuations in the cost of natural gas

have little effect on natural gas margin. The failog table details natural gas revenues and margin:

Three Months Ended March 31

(Millions of Dollars) 2015 2014

Natural gas revenues $ 71 $ 88C

Cost of natural gas sold and transported (472) (624)
Natural gas margin $ 244 $ 25¢€

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

Natural Gas Revenue

Three Months
Ended March 31

(Millions of Dollars) 2015 vs. 2014
Purchased natural gas adjustment clause recovery $ (150
Estimated impact of weather a7
Conservation and DSM program revenues (offset Ipgeges) @)
Integrity rider (Colorado) and infrastructure rigdfinnesota), partially offset in expenses 7
Retail sales growth, excluding weather impact 4
Other, net (@D}
Total decrease in natural gas revenues $ (169
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Natural Gas Margin

Three Months
Ended March 31

(Millions of Dollars) 2015 vs. 2014
Estimated impact of weather $ a7
Conservation and DSM program revenues (offset Ipgeges) @)
Integrity rider (Colorado) and infrastructure rid&tinnesota), partially offset in expenses 7
Retall sales growth, excluding weather impact 4
Other, net 1
Total decrease in natural gas margin $ (12

Non-Fuel Operating Expenses and Other Iltems

O&M Expenses— O&M expenses increased $25.7 million, or 4.6 perden the first quarter of 2015 compared with #zne period in
2014. O&M expenses were higher for the quartemarily due to the timing of planned maintenance avgrhauls at a number of our
generation facilities. We continue to expect that¢hange in annual O&M expense for 2015 to beiwalrange of 0 percent to 2 percent,
consistent with our annual guidance assumptions.

Three Months
Ended March 31

(Millions of Dollars) 2015 vs. 2014
Plant generation costs $ 17
Nuclear plant operations 4
Employee benefits 4
Other, net 1

Total increase in O&M expenses $ 26

Conservation and DSM Program Expenses Conservation and DSM program expenses decre@3d fillion, or 30.6 percent, for thiest
quarter of 2015 compared with the same period I¥20The decrease was primarily attributable to loglectric and gas recovery rates at
NSF-Minnesota and PSCo. Therefore, lower expensegarerally offset by lower revenues.

Depreciation and Amortizatio— Depreciation and amortization increased $27.8anilor 11.0 percent, for the first quarter of 301
compared with the same period in 2014. The increaseprimarily attributed to normal system expansiad lower amortization of the
excess depreciation reserve in Minnesota. Seecfudiscussion within Note 5.

Taxes (Other Than Income Taxes) Taxes (other than income taxes) increased $1ilidmor 9.6 percent, for the first quarter of 20D
compared with the same period in 2014. The increesedue to higher property taxes primarily in Catto and Minnesota.

AFUDC, Equity and Deb— AFUDC decreased $12.7 million for the first gearf 2015 compared with the same period in 20bé. T
decrease was primarily due to the implementatiah®iCACJA rider on Jan. 1, 2015, facilitating Earénd alternative recovery of
construction costs.

Interest Charge«— Interest charges increased $5.8 million, or £&ent, for the first quarter of 20&tbmpared with the same period in 2(
The increase was primarily due to higher long-teeht levels, partially offset by refinancings atéy interest rates.

Income Taxes— Income tax expense decreased $52.2 million feffitlt quarter of 2015 compared with the sameggein 2014. The
decrease was primarily due to lower 2015 pretariegs, partially offset by decreased permanenttglelated adjustments in 2015 and the
successful resolution of a 2010-2011 IRS auditdsal2014. The ETR was 35.5 percent for the fitstreer of 2015 compared with 34.2
percent for the same period in 2014. The lower EArR014 was primarily due to the adjustments efeed above.
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Public Utility Regulation
NSP-Minnesota

NSP-Minnesota — Courtenay Wind Farm— In 2013, NSP-Minnesota signed a purchase poweeagent with a developer for the Courtenay
wind farm, a 200 megawatt project in North Dako&ince that time, the developer is seeking totbitproject due to a lack of financial
wherewithal. Courtenay was originally scheduleddommercial operation in 2014, but significant sitestruction on the project has not
commenced. As a result, NSP-Minnesota has negdtat agreement to acquire the development righthié project and is seeking to
preserve other benefits of the project by curirgdbveloper's default under a generator intercdimmeagreement, which is critical to timely
construction of the project, and which we expedtba resolved between the parties or by the FER@e end of May. After regulatory
approval of the transaction, NSP-Minnesota plamadwe forward with construction and will ultimatedyvn the facility as part of rate base.
In May 2015, NSP-Minnesota anticipates filing fapedited regulatory approval in Minnesota and N@ékota, so that construction can
begin in late summer. The total construction cdshe project is estimated to be approximately®afllion with project completion by the
end of 2016. Courtenay is not currently include&cel Energy’s five-year capital forecast. Xcelegy does not expect to issue any
additional equity to finance the project.

NSP System Resource Pla— In January 2015, NSP-Minnesota filed its 2016&28@source Plan with the MPUC, proposing to ach&ve
40 percent reduction in carbon emissions by 208 2005 levels through the significant additiomeriewables, continued commitment to
specific critical infrastructure protection annaghievements, and the continued operation of istieg cost-effective thermal generation. In
March 2015, NSP-Minnesota supplemented the plaeftect (1) the resource additions that resultedifits Competitive Acquisition Plan
(CAP) to meet an identified resource need in tHE822020 timeframe, (2) significantly higher tharpegted response to its Community Solar
Gardens program, and (3) additional early Sherandl2 retirement scenarios. The updated resouacecpintinues to position NSP-
Minnesota to be responsive to future environmeameiglirements and market trends, builds on the figgnit investments already made in the
NSP System, and acknowledges the divergence matargy policies within the NSP System. Key podfitthe resource plan includ

e Adding 600 MW of wind by 2020 and an additioaz200 MW by 2027, bringing total wind power on tH8P System to over 3,600
MW;

e Adding 187 MW of large-scale solar energy by @@hd an additional 1,700 MW of large-scale sotat 300 MW of customer-
driven small-scale solar; bringing total solar powe the NSP System to approximately 2,400 MW;

e Operating the Monticello and PI nuclear plants tigtotheir current licenses; ¢

e Continuing to run Sherco Units 1 and 2 with graljudécreasing reliance through 2C

The additional CAP resources approved by the MPUEebruary 2015 are as follows:

« Enterinto an agreement for 100 MW of distributeths with Geronimo Energy LL(
* Enter into an agreement with Calpine Corporatiaraf@45 MW expansion at its Mankato Energy Ceraec
» Construct a 215 MW Black Dog Unit 6 combustion o

In February 2015 the MPUC approved the CAP sultijeseveral requests for clarification and/or readerstion, which are pending with the
MPUC.

NSF-Minnesota also proposed use of a collaborativieesialder process to guide its five-year action plamaddition to requesting a planning
meeting with the MPUC, it conducted the first inaaies of stakeholder workshops in February 2015.

CapX2020 —The estimated cost of the five major CapX2020 tr@asion projects listed below is $2 billion. NSRAMesota and NSP-
Wisconsin are responsible for approximately $1llobi of the total investment. As of March 31, Z0Xcel Energy has invested $911.2
million of its $1.1 billion share of the five CapB20 transmission projects.

Hampton, Minn. to Rochester, Minn. to La CrossesV¥61/345 Kilovolt (KV) transmission line
Construction on the 156-mile project started in Misota in January 2013 and the project is expeotgd into service in the fall of 2016,
although segments are being placed in serviceegsate completed.

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

In December 2011, the Monticello, Minn. to St. GloMinn. portion of the Monticello, Minn. to Fargl,D. project was placed in service.
April 2014, the St. Cloud, Minn. to Alexandria, Minportion of the project was placed in service April 2015, the final portion of the
project between Alexandria, Minn. and Fargo, N.@swlaced in service.
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Brookings County, S.D. to Hampton, Minn. 345 KVrsanission line
In December 2011, MISO granted the final appro¥dhe project as a Multi-Value Project (MVP). Ctmustion started on the project in
Minnesota in May 2012. The project was placecenvise in March 2015.

Bemidji, Minn. to Grand Rapids, Minn. 230 KV tranission line
The 70-mile Bemidji, Minn. to Grand Rapids, Minimd was placed in service in September 2012.

Big Stone South to Brookings County, S.D. 345 K&hsmission line
In December 2011, MISO granted final approval &f pinoject as a MVP. In March 2014, the SDPUC ayguia permit for construction of
the project’s southern portion. Construction is@pated to begin in late 2015, with completior2idl7.

Minnesota Solar— Minnesota legislation requires 1.5 percent of adipuliility’s total electric retail sales to retaiistomers be generated
using solar energy by 2020. Of the 1.5 percenpet@ent must come from systems sized 20 kiloveaittsss. NSP-Minnesota anticipates it
will meet its compliance requirements through lamgd small scale solar additions. NSP-Minnesaasto add 287 MWs of large-scale
solar to its system by the end of 2016. AdditibnaSP-Minnesota offers small solar programs: mewnity solar garden program that
provides bill credits to participating subscribeasd a solar production incentive program for ropfsolar. NSP-Minnesota launched both its
Solar*Rewards incentive program and its Solar*RelsaZommunity programs in 2014. Additionally, thedartment of Commerce launched
its Made in Minnesota incentive program for smalbs in 2014, which generates renewable energyitsriad NSP-Minnesota.

By early 2015, NSP-Minnesota received more thanMWs of proposals for community solar gardens. NiRResota sought policy
guidance from the MPUC regarding the price and sfzZsmmmunity solar projects proposed in its sexv&rritory, as the established
community solar pricing structure was intendedsimall projects one MW or less. In contrast, theaBRewards Community proposals are
sized between 10 and 50 MWs. The MPUC is expecteeMiew the program in the second quarter of 2015.

Nuclear Power Operations

NSF-Minnesota owns two nuclear generating plantsMbaticello plant and the Pl plant. See Note 14 o€XEnergy Inc.’s Annual Report
on Form 10-K for the year ended Dec. 31, 2014 dathkr discussion regarding the nuclear generatiagts.

Nuclear Regulatory Performanc— The NRC has a Reactor Oversight Process that fidgsbi.S. nuclear reactors into various categories
(referred to as Columns, from 1 to 5) based orsitpeificance of issues identified in performancei¢ators or inspection findings. Such
issues are evaluated as either green, white, yetioved based on their safety significance, witteg representing the least safety concern
and red representing the most concern. At Dec2@14, P1 Units 1 and 2 were in Column 1 (licenssponse) with all green performance
indicators and no greater than green findings alations. Monticello was in Column 3 (degraded eostone) with all green performance
indicators, a yellow finding related to flood carltand a potentially greater than green findingtes to plant security which was immediat
remedied. The NRC informed Xcel Energy in Februzy5 that the final determination on the secdiitgling was greater than green. The
NRC notified Xcel Energy in March 2015 that Montloavas upgraded from Column 3 (degraded cornegjttmColumn 2 (regulator
response). The upgrade recognized the plant’®nsgpto the flooding issue and associated yellodifig and the NRG' inspection and clo
out of the yellow finding. Monticello is in Colunthand will remain there until the NRC can perfaminspection and close the white
security finding that was identified in 2014.

NSP-Wisconsin

NSP-Wisconsin / American Transmission Company, LLC (&7 - La Crosse, Wis. to Madison, Wis. Transmissidne — In October

2013, NSP-Wisconsin and ATC jointly filed an apption with the PSCW for a CPCN for a new 345 K\hsmission line that would extend
from La Crosse, Wis. to Madison, Wis. NSP-Wiscoisshalf of the line will be shared with three peats, Dairyland Power Cooperative,
WPPI Energy and Southern Minnesota Municipal Possociation-Wisconsin. In 2011, MISO determined lihe to be a MVP project, and
as such, eligible for cost sharing under MISO’s MRff.

In April 2015, the PSCW issued its order approvan@PCN and route for the project. The 180-milggmiowill cost approximately $580

million. NSP-Wisconsin’s portion of the investménestimated to be approximately $207 million. N&#®consin and ATC anticipate
beginning construction on the line in mid-2016,hwébmpletion by late 2018.
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PSCo

Brush, Colo. to Castle Pines, Colo. 345 KV Transgiis Line— In March 2014, PSCo filed with the CPUC for a QP10 construct a new
345 KV transmission line originating from Pawneen@mting Station, near Brush, Colo. and terminaginthe Daniels Park substation, near
Castle Pines, Colo. The estimated cost of the pr&ge$178 million. In November 2014, the ALJ isdwerecommended decision approving
the CPCN, but delaying construction until May 2020e CPUC denied all exceptions to the ALJs recontted decision, clarifying that
while construction may begin in May 2020, localmérapplications and land acquisition may begin iedimtely.

Net Metering Standar— In a filing, PSCo proposed to track and quarttify system costs that are not avoided by distribsibdar
generation, which PSCo has defined as a “net nmgtémcentive,” for purposes of equitably recoveraugts between customers. The CPUC
assigned the net metering issue to its own doakdisaconducting a series of panel discussionsio @ better understanding of net metering
issues. A CPUC decision is anticipated in the thdrter of 2015.

Boulder, Colo. Municipalizatior— PSCo'’s franchise agreement with the City of BeulBoulder) expired in December 2010. In November
2011, a ballot measure was passed which authattieefibrmation and operation of a municipal utikiyd the issuance of enterprise revenue
bonds, subject to certain restrictions, including level of initial rates and debt service coveragdlay 2014, the Boulder City Council
passed an ordinance to establish an electricyutilit

In 2013, the CPUC ruled that it has jurisdictiomlenColorado law to determine the utility that veilirve customers outside Boulder’s city
limits, and will determine certain system separatitatters as well as what facilities need to bestranted to ensure reliable service. The
CPUC has declared that it should make its detettioimaprior to any eminent domain actions. In Jan2814, Boulder appealed this ruling
to the Boulder District Court. In January 2015, Baulder District Court affirmed the CPUC decision.

Boulder sent PSCo an offer of $128 million for e@rtportions of PSCo’s transmission and distributiosiness. PSCo has notified Boulder
that its offer was deficient. Under Colorado lavgaademning entity must pay the owner fair marlatig for the taking of and damages to
the remainder of the property.

In July 2014, Boulder filed a petition for condertioa in the Boulder District Court. PSCo filed a tion to dismiss the petition based upon
the CPUC'’s ruling that it must determine the appiadp system separations prior to Boulder filigydbndemnation case. PSCo’s motion to
dismiss was granted in February 2015. This decida®s not prevent Boulder from filing another candation petition after it obtains CPUC
approval of its separation plan, which is anticgpbto be filed no earlier than the second quarfteoas.

In August 2014, PSCo filed a petition with the FERQuesting an order requiring that Boulder's afieta acquire PSCo’s transmission and
distribution facilities by condemnation requirefopiFERC approval under the Federal Power Act. écédnber 2014, the FERC issued an
order granting PSCo’s petition.

If Boulder proceeds with another condemnation jpetiand were to succeed in the eminent domain paing, PSCo would seek to obtain
full compensation for the business and its assediptoperty taken by Boulder, as well as for athdges resulting to PSCo and its system.
PSCo would also seek appropriate compensatiortrizmded costs with the FERC.

On April 16, 2015, Boulder issued a request foppsal for a partial requirements wholesale elepiwer supply agreement. Boulder
indicated that the request for proposal was desdigmelicit a wholesale power supply arrangemenaffiveyear term commencing on Jan
2018. Boulder has requested that PSCo considereliff pricing structures, and allow for Bouldereduce demand over the term of the
contract. Boulder requested a response by Maya®.2

Steam System Package Boilers and Regulatory F— In December 2014, PSCo filed the results of a steamwey along with both a short-
term plan and a lonterm plan for the steam system consisting of aesgior a conditional CPCN to construct either on&vo boilers for its
steam utility, dependent on the next two seasomgrdér peaking capacity. On April 1, 2015, PSQediwith the CPUC a settlement
agreement among all parties resolving all issueSPAIC decision is anticipated in the second quaft&015.

Cabin Creek Hydro Upgrade— PSCo plans to file a CPCN with the CPUC in May 2@1&pgrade the Cabin Creek Hydro facility. The

upgrade is estimated to cost $89.2 million and etiend the life of the facility by 40 years as lvee increase the maximum output by 36
MW.
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SPS

SPS Transmission Notifications to Construct (NT— As a member of SPP, SPS accepts NTCs for elémrnsmission line and substation
projects to be built within the SPP footprint. SRS accepted NTCs for projects with an estimatedalacost of approximately $1.9 billion
and will continue to review new NTCs for acceptaasdhey are issued. These projects generally sparal years to plan, site, procure and
develop. The New Mexico Public Regulatory CommisgidMPRC) and the PUCT must approve the sitingraating of any SPP identified
transmission line NTC projects that require permgtapproval. Projects identified through SPP Ny have costs allocated to other SPP
members in accordance with the SPP Open Accessmission Tariff (OATT). Costs allocated to SPS eemissible for recovery through
the NMPRC, the PUCT and the FERC processes.

Chaves County, N.M. Solar Contracts- In March 2015, SPS entered into two purchasedggrmntracts with NextEra Resources for the
purchase of solar generated electricity from twdvVt@ projects to be constructed in Chaves Count.NThe two 25-year contracts are
subject to regulatory approval and they are nowdpenreview and approval by the NMPRC. The purctiaseergy will be recovered from
customers through SPS’ fuel and purchased enegfyrecovery mechanisms.

Summary of Recent Federal Regulatory Developments

The FERC has jurisdiction over rates for electrdm$mission service in interstate commerce andriliég sold at wholesale, hydro facility
licensing, natural gas transportation, asset t@itses and mergers, accounting practices and oesther activities of Xcel Energy Inc.’s
utility subsidiaries and transmission-only subgidis, including enforcement of North American EtecReliability Corporation mandatory
electric reliability standards. State and localremes have jurisdiction over many of Xcel Energg.1s utility subsidiariesactivities, including
regulation of retail rates and environmental matt€ee additional discussion in the summary ofntefegleral regulatory developments and
public utility regulation sections of the Xcel Eggrinc. Annual Report on Form 10-K for the yearetdec. 31, 2014 . In addition to the
matters discussed below, see Note 5 to the comgetidinancial statements for a discussion of otbgulatory matters.

FERC Order, New ROE Policy— In June 2014, the FERC adopted a new two-step Ré&Eodology for electric utilities. In October 201
the FERC upheld the determination of the long-tgrowth rate to be used in its new ROE methodoltgarch 2015, the FERC issued an
order on rehearing upholding use of the new ROEhaot&tlogy.

Derivatives, Risk Management and Market Risk

Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsidiaries are exposa\ariety of market risks in the normal courséusiness. Market risk is the potential loss
that may occur as a result of adverse changeimdrket or fair value of a particular instrumentommodity. All financial and commodity-
related instruments, including derivatives, argetttto market risk. See Note 8 to the consolidéiteathcial statements for further discussion
of market risks associated with derivatives.

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

Though no material non-performance risk currentigts with the counterparties to Xcel Energy’s coodlity derivative contracts, distress in
the financial markets may in the future impact tisl to the extent it impacts those counterparfidstress in the financial markets may also
impact the fair value of the securities in the racldecommissioning fund and master pension tastell 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 natuas
operations. Commodity price risk is managed byrémgeanto long- and short-term physical purchase sales contracts for electric capacity,
energy and energy-related products and for vafieels used in generation and distribution actigit€ommodity price risk is also managed
through the use of financial derivative instrumedtsel Energy’s risk management policy allows intanage commaodity price risk within
each rate-regulated operation to the extent supbsexe exists.
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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 instrusmedtel Energy’s risk management policy
allows management to conduct these activities withiidelines and limitations as approved by itk nmnagement committee, which is made
up of management personnel not directly involvethaactivities governed by this policy.

At March 31, 2015 , the fair values by source fer commodity trading contract assets were as faiow

Futures / Forwards

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

(Thousands of Dollars) Value Year Years Years Years Value
NSP-Minnesota 1 3 534C $ 8,551 $ 1,047 $ 82¢ $ 15,76]
NSP-Minnesota 2 1,75( — — — 1,75(
PSCo 1 18¢ — — — 18¢
$ 727¢ % 8,551 $ 1,047 $ 82¢ % 17,70¢

Options

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

(Thousands of Dollars) Value Year Years Years Years Value
NSP-Minnesota 2 8 36€ $ — § — § —  $ 36¢€

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

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

Three Months Ended March 31

(Thousands of Dollars) 2015 2014

Fair value of commodity trading net contract assetstanding at Jan. 1 $ 21,81. $ 30,51
Contracts realized or settled during the period 3,25¢ (6,585
Commodity trading contract additions and changesduweriod (6,99%) 1,59¢
Fair value of commodity trading net contract assetstanding at March 31 $ 18,07: § 25,52¢

At March 31, 2015, a 10 percent increase in mgrkees for commodity trading contracts would irase pretax income from continuing
operations by approximately $1.5 million , wheraak) percent decrease would decrease pretax intomeontinuing operations by
approximately $1.5 million . At March 31, 2014 10 percent increase in market prices for conityddding contracts would decrease pre
income from continuing operations by approximatklyl million, whereas a 10 percent decrease wawglctase pretax income from
continuing operations by approximately $0.1 million

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

The VaRs for the NSP-Minnesota and PSCo commonditirtg operations, calculated on a consolidate@ 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 March 31 VaR Limit Average High Low
2015 $ 047 $ 3.0 $ 0.2: $ 03z $ 0.17
2014 0.8C 3.0C 0.71i 1.6¢ 0.0¢€
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Nuclear Fuel Supply— NSP-Minnesota is scheduled to take delivery giragximately 13 percent of its 2015 enriched nucteaterial
requirements from sources that could be impacteeveyts in Ukraine and sanctions against Russtarméte potential sources are expected
to provide the flexibility to manage NSP-Minnesastauclear fuel supply to ensure that plant avditstand reliability will not be negatively
impacted in the near-term. Long-term, through 2083P-Minnesota is scheduled to take delivery ofaximately 34 percent of its average
enriched nuclear material requirements from souttzaiscould be impacted by events in Ukraine artdraded sanctions against Russia. NSP-
Minnesota is closely following the progressiontodéde events and will periodically assess if furthaions are required to assure a secure
supply of enriched nuclear material beyond 2015.

Interest Rate Risk— Xcel Energy is subject to the risk of fluctuatiimgerest rates in the normal course of business! 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 March 31, 2015 and 2014 , a 100-basis-point ghan the benchmark rate on Xcel Energy’s variaste debt would impact pretax interest
expense annually by approximately $9.7 million 6.2 million, respectively. See Note 8 to the alidated financial statements for a
discussion of Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsidiaiiggrest rate derivatives.

NSF-Minnesota also maintains a nuclear decommissiofiing, as required by the NRC. The nuclear decosioning fund is subject to
interest rate risk and equity price risk. At Magh 2015 , the fund was invested in a diversifiedfplio of cash equivalents, debt securities,
equity securities, and other investments. Thesesitients may be used only for activities relateguitear decommissioning. Given the
purpose and legal restrictions on the use of nudeaommissioning fund assets, realized and uzeghtjains on fund investments over the
life of the fund are deferred as an offset of NSPPwMsota’s regulatory asset for nuclear decommigsjpcosts. Consequently, any realized
and unrealized gains and losses on securitieginublear decommissioning fund, including any othan-temporary impairments, are
deferred as a component of the regulatory assetufcliear decommissioning. Since the accountingiémtear decommissioning recognizes
that costs are recovered through rates, fluctusfioequity prices or interest rates do not haviargact on earnings.

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

At March 31, 2015, a 10 percent increase in comtyngulices would have resulted in a decrease iditexposure of $8.2 million, while a
decrease in prices of 10 percent would have rasuitan increase in credit exposure of $11.3 mmilliat March 31, 2014 , a 10 percent
increase in commodity prices would have resulteghinncrease in credit exposure of $26.4 milliohjleva decrease in prices of 10 percent
would have resulted in a decrease in credit exgosti$9.6 million.

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

Fair Value Measurements

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

Commodity Derivatives— Xcel Energy continuously monitors the creditwardss of the counterparties to its commodity deiveacontracts
and assesses each counterparty’s ability to perforthe transactions set forth in the contractgefsihis assessment and the typically short
duration of these contracts, the impact of discogntommaodity derivative assets for counterpargddrrisk was not material to the fair value
of commodity derivative assets at March 31, 20X6el Energy also assesses the impact of its owditaiek when determining the fair value
of commaodity derivative liabilities. The impact discounting commaodity derivative liabilities forettit risk was immaterial to the fair value
of commaodity derivative liabilities at March 31,79.
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Commodity derivative assets and liabilities assigtwelevel 3 typically consist of FTRs, as wellfasvards and options that are long-term in
nature. Level 3 commodity derivative assets arllitees represent 1.2 percent and 24.4 percetttaf assets and liabilities, respectively,
measured at fair value at March 31, 2015 .

Determining the fair value of FTRs requires numermanagement forecasts that vary in observahitithiding various forward commodity
prices, retail and wholesale demand, generatioresudting transmission system congestion. Giverlithited observability of managemesnt’
forecasts for several of these inputs, these imstnis have been assigned a Level 3. Level 3 conyndeliivatives assets and liabilities
included $22.0 million and $4.6 million of estimdtiir values, respectively, for FTRs held at Magdh 2015 .

Determining the fair value of certain commodityvimrds and options can require management to makefisibjective price and volatility
forecasts which extend to periods beyond thoselyealoservable on active exchanges or quoted biedyso When less observable forward
price and volatility forecasts are significant gtefrmining the value of commaodity forwards and @psi these instruments are assigned to
Level 3. Level 3 commodity derivative assets ineldicho assets and no liabilities, for forwards tagltMarch 31, 2015There were no Level
options held at March 31, 2015 .

Nuclear Decommissioning Fun— Nuclear decommissioning fund assets assigne@vell3 consist of private equity investments arad re
estate investments. Based on an evaluation of NBiRedota’s ability to redeem private equity investits and real estate investment funds
measured at net asset value, estimated fair véduéisese investments totaling $181.4 million ie tiuclear decommissioning fund at

March 31, 2015 (approximately 10.1 percent of taksets measured at fair value) are assigned & BeRealized and unrealized gains and
losses on nuclear decommissioning fund investrmametsleferred as a regulatory asset.

Liquidity and Capital Resources

Cash Flows

Three Months Ended March 31
(Millions of Dollars) 2015 2014
Cash provided by operating activities $ 98t $ 59:

Net cash provided by operating activities increé$392 million for the three months ended March 311,82, compared with the three months
ended March 31, 2014 . The increase was primaudéytd changes in working capital, changes in regolassets and liabilities and lower
pension contributions, partially offset by lowet mcome, excluding amounts related to non-cashatipegy activities (e.g. depreciation,
deferred tax expenses and a charge related to dm¢idédllo LCM/EPU project).

Three Months Ended March 31
(Millions of Dollars) 2015 2014
Cash used in investing activities $ (73¢) $ (807)

Net cash used in investing activities decreé63 million for the three months ended March 31,20compared with the three months ended
March 31, 2014 . The decrease was primarily attaible to higher capital expenditures in 2014 relateCACJA projects and the impact of
higher insurance proceeds related to Sherco Unit 3.

Three Months Ended March 31
(Millions of Dollars) 2015 2014
Cash (used in) provided by financing activities $ 199 $ 23z

Net cash used in financing activities was $194iarilduring the first quarter of 2015 compared witt cash provided by financing activiti

of $233 million during the first quarter of 2014h& difference was primarily due to lower proceadsiflong-term debt, less issued common
stock, higher dividend payments and higher repaysnefnshort-term debt in 2015.

Capital Requirements

Xcel Energy expects to meet future financing regmients by periodically issuing short-term debtglberm debt, common stock, hybrid and
other securities to maintain desired capitalizataios.
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Regulation of Derivative— In July 2010, financial reform legislation wasspad that provides for the regulation of derivatramsactions
amongst other provisions. Provisions within thé fnibvide the Commodity Futures Trading Commisqi6RTC) and the SEC with expanded
regulatory authority over derivative and swap teantions. Regulations effected under this legistatiould preclude or impede some types of
over-the-counter energy commodity transactionsamehuire clearing through regulated central cerparties, which could negatively
impact the market for these transactions or res@ktensive margin and fee requirements.

As a result of this legislation, there will be nrakincreased reporting requirements for certailumes of derivative and swap activity. In
April 2012, the CFTC ruled that swap dealing atyivionducted by entities for the preceding 12 menthder a notional limit, initially set at
$8 billion with further potential reduction to $dlion after five years, will fall under the genéde minimis threshold and will not subject an
entity to registering as a swap dealer. An entiyrdeal in utility operations-related swaps andbetequired to register as a swap dealer
provided that the aggregate gross notional amaduswap dealing activity (including utility operatis-related swaps) does not exceed the
general de minimis threshold and provided thaethigty has not exceeded the special entity de mignihreshold (excluding utility operations-
related swaps) of $25 million for the precedingnd@nths. Xcel Energy’s current and projected swajviacis well below these de minimis
thresholds. The bill also contains provisions gtaiuld exempt certain derivatives end users frorohadi the clearing and margin
requirements. Xcel Energy does not expect to bemadlyy impacted by the margining provisions. X&glergy is currently meeting all other
reporting requirements.

SPP FTR Margining Requirement— The SPP conducted its first annual FTR auctioménspring of 2014 associated with the
implementation of the SPP Integrated Market. Thoe@ss for transmission owners involves the recdipluction Revenue Rights (ARRS)
and, if elected by the transmission owner, conoversif those ARRs to firm FTRs. SPP requires thatithnsmission owner post collateral for
the conversion of ARRs to FTRs. At March 31, 28BS had a $30 million letter of credit posted VP, which was a reduction from the
initial requirement of $41 million.

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

* In January 2015, contributions of $90.0 milliware made across four of Xcel Energpension plan
* In 2014, contributions of $130.6 million were desacross four of Xcel Energypension plans; a
» For future years, we anticipate contributions Wwél made as necess:

Capital Sources
Short-Term Funding Sources —Xcel Energy uses a number of sources to fulfillrsterm funding needs, including operating caskvflo
notes payable, commercial paper and bank linesedfitc The amount and timing of shaetrm funding needs depend in large part on finay

needs for construction expenditures, working chpita dividend payments.

Short-Term Investments —Xcel Energy Inc., NSP-Minnesota, NSP-Wisconsin, 886d SPS maintain cash operating and short-term
investment accounts. At March 31, 2015 , approxahye$2.9 million of cash was held in these accounts

Credit Facilities —NSP-Minnesota, NSP-Wisconsin, PSCo, SPS and Xaaigyrinc. each have five-year credit agreements svigyndicate
of banks. The total size of the credit facilitiespR.75 billion and each credit facility terminae©ctober 2019.
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NSF-Minnesota, PSCo, SPS and Xcel Energy Inc. each tievright to request an extension of the revgharedit facility termination date
for two additional one-year periods. NSP-Wiscorss the right to request an extension of the réwgleredit facility termination date for an
additional one-year period. All extension requestssubject to majority bank group approval.

As of April 28, 2015, Xcel Energy Inc. and its iffilsubsidiaries had the following committed creditilities available to meet liquidity
needs:

(Millions of Dollars) Credit Facility © Drawn ®© Available Cash Liquidity
Xcel Energy Inc. $ 1,000.C $ 513.C $ 487.C $ 0€ $ 487.¢
PSCo 700.( 170.5 529.t 1.C 530.t
NSP-Minnesota 500.( 83. 416.¢ 0.€ 417.2
SPS 400.( 180.( 220.( 04 220.4
NSP-Wisconsin 150.( 85.C 65.C 04 65.4
Total $ 2,750.C % 1,031.¢ % 1,718 % 3C $ 1,721.;

®  These credit facilities expire in October 2(
® Includes outstanding commercial paper and lettecsealit

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

*  $1 billionfor Xcel Energy Inc

«  $700 millionfor PSCao

«  $500 million for NSPMinnesota
e $400 millionfor SPS; an

e $150 million for NSPWisconsin

Commercial paper outstanding for Xcel Energy wafbsws:

Three Months Ended Twelve Months Ended
(Amounts in Millions, Except Interest Rates) March 31, 2015 Dec. 31, 2014
Borrowing limit $ 2750 % 2,75(
Amount outstanding at period end 96¢ 1,02(
Average amount outstanding 1,07¢ 841
Maximum amount outstanding 1,36( 1,20(
Weighted average interest rate, computed on a tasis 0.4€% 0.3%%
Weighted average interest rate at period end 0.5t 0.5¢

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

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

Financing — Xcel Energy issues debt and equity securitiesftonamce retiring maturities, reduce short-term ¢élotd capital programs,
infuse equity in subsidiaries, fund asset acqoisitiand for other general corporate purposes.

During 2015, Xcel Energy Inc. and its utility suttisiries anticipate issuing the following:

»  Xcel Energy Inc. plans to issue approximately $60lion of senior unsecured bon
» PSCo plans to issue approximately $250 millionirst inortgage bond

* NSF-Minnesota plans to issue approximately $600 milbbfirst mortgage bond

* SPS plans to issue approximately $250 million it finortgage bonds; a

* NSF-Wisconsin plans to issue approximately $100 millddrirst mortgage bonc



51




Table of Contents

Xcel Energy does not anticipate issuing any ada#i@quity, beyond its dividend reinvestment pragend benefit programs, for 2015-2019,
based on its current capital expenditure plan.iéimg plans are subject to change, depending ateteppenditures, internal cash
generation, market conditions and other factors.

Off-Balance-Sheet Arrangements

Xcel Energy does not have any off-balance-sheahgaments, other than those currently disclosetlhdve 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 matariamvestors.

Earnings Guidance

Xcel Energy's 2015 ongoing earnings guidance 80 $2.15 per share. Key assumptions relate@16 2arnings are detailed below:

e Constructive outcomes in all rate case and regylgtimceeding:

« Normal weather patterns are experienced for thaireer of the yee

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

* Weathemormalized retail firm natural gas sales are ptegdo increase 0 percent to 1 perc

» Capital rider revenue is projected to increase 5million to $165 million over 2014 leve

* The change in O&M expenses is projected to be withiange of O percent to 2 percent from 2014 &
» Depreciation expense is projected to increase $1iBion to $150 million over 2014 leve

» Property taxes are projected to increase approgign&60 million to $70 million over 2014 leve

» Interest expense (net of AFUDC debt) is projected to increase $40 million to $50iom over 2014 level
e« AFUDC —equity is projected to decline approximately $3@iom to $40 million from 2014 level
 The ETR is projected to be approximately 34 pert@36 percen

» Average common stock and equivalents are projeotée approximately 508 million shat

Long-Term EPS and Dividend Growth Rate Objectives

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

» Deliver long-term annual EPS growth of 4 perder percent, based on weatmermalized, ongoing 2014 EPS of $2
» Deliver annual dividend increases of 5 percent percent

» Target a dividend payout ratio of 60 percent tgp&fcent; an

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

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

Item 3 — QUANTITATIVE AND QUALITATIVE DISCLOSURES ABOUT MARK  ET RISK

See Management’s Discussion and AnalysiBerivatives, Risk Management and Market Risk urtgsn 2.
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ltem 4 — CONTROLS AND PROCEDURES
Disclosure Controls and Procedures

Xcel Energy maintains a set of disclosure contanld procedures designed to ensure that informediguired to be disclosed in reports that it
files or submits under the Securities Exchangeofd934 is recorded, processed, summarized, armtegbwithin the time periods specified
in SEC rules and forms. In addition, the disclostoetrols and procedures ensure that informatigaired to be disclosed is accumulated and
communicated to management, including the chiefetxee officer (CEQO) and chief financial officer FO), allowing timely decisions
regarding required disclosure. As of March 31, 20k&sed on an evaluation carried out under thersigion and with the participation of
Xcel Energy’s management, including the CEO and (¥ @he effectiveness of its disclosure contraid ¢he procedures, the CEO and CFO
have concluded that Xcel Energy’s disclosure céatad procedures were effective.

Internal Control Over Financial Reporting

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

Part Il — OTHER INFORMATION
Item 1 — LEGAL PROCEEDINGS

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

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

Additional Information

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

Item 1A — RISK FACTORS

Xcel Energy Inc.’s risk factors are documentedié@m 1A of Part | of its Annual Report on Form 1ddf the year ended Dec. 31, 2014 ,
which is incorporated herein by reference. ThereeHhseen no material changes from the risk factoesipusly disclosed in the Form 10-K.

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 March?815 :

Issuer Purchases of Equity Securities

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

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

Jan. 1, 2015 — Jan. 31, 2015 12,05. $ 37.8¢ — —
Feb. 1, 2015 — Feb. 28, 2015 — — — —
March 1, 2015 — March 31, 2015 — — — —

Total 12,05 — —

Item 4 — MINE SAFETY DISCLOSURES

None.



Item 5 — OTHER INFORMATION

None.
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Item 6 — EXHIBITS

* Indicates incorporation by reference

3.01*

3.02*

31.01

31.02

32.01

99.01
101

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

Restated By-Laws of Xcel Energy Inc. (Exhi®i01 to Form 8-K dated Aug. 12, 2008 (file no18IB034)).

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

Principal Financial Officer’s certifications puesit to 18 U.S.C. Section 1350, as adopted pursas®ection 302 of the Sarbanes-
Oxley Act of 2002.

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

Statement pursuant to Private Securities LitigaReform Act of 1995.

The following materials from Xcel Energy Inc.’s Qtealy Report on Form 10-Q for the quarter endeddie81, 2015 are formatted
in XBRL (eXtensible Business Reporting Languag@) the Consolidated Statements of Income, (ii) @mnsolidated Statements of
Comprehensive Income (iii) the Consolidated Statemef 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.

May 1, 2015 By: /s/ JEFFREY S. SAVAGE
Jeffrey S. Savage
Senior Vice President, Controller
(Principal Accounting Officer)

/sl TERESA S. MADDEN

Teresa S. Madden

Executive Vice President, Chief Financial Office
(Principal Financial Officer)
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Exhibit 31.01

CERTIFICATION

I, Ben Fowke, 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: May 1, 2015

/s/ BEN FOWKE

Ben Fowke

Chairman, President, Chief Executive Officer anceBtor
(Principal Executive 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: May 1, 2015

/sl TERESA S. MADDEN

Teresa S. Madden

Executive Vice President, Chief Financial Officer
(Principal Financial Officer)




Exhibit 32.01
OFFICER CERTIFICATION

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

In connection with the Quarterly Report of Xcel Emelnc. (Xcel Energy) on Form 10-Q for the quagaded March 31, 2015, 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: May 1, 2015

/s BEN FOWKE

Ben Fowke

Chairman, President, Chief Executive Officer anceBtor
(Principal Executive Officer)

/sl TERESA S. MADDEN

Teresa S. Madden

Executive Vice President, Chief Financial Officer
(Principal Financial Officer)

The foregoing certification is being furnished $pleursuant to 18 U.S.C. Section 1350 and is notgoéiled 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 thetetaic version of this written statement requibydSection 906, has been provided to Xcel
Energy and will be retained by Xcel Energy and iisliad to the SEC or its staff upon request.

1



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, 2014 , or in othddliply disseminated 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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