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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

Three Months Ended June 30

Six Months Ended June 30

Conservation and demand side management prograemss®

Depreciation and amortization
Taxes (other than income taxes)

Total operating expenses
Operating income
Other income, net
Equity earnings of unconsolidated subsidiaries

Allowance for funds used during construction — égui

Interest charges and financing costs
Interest charges — includes other financing cofts o

$12,229, $6,036, $18,038 and $12,116, respectively

Allowance for funds used during construction — debt

Total interest charges and financing costs

Income from continuing operations before income tags

Income taxes
Income from continuing operations
(Loss) income from discontinued operations, negawf

Net income

Weighted average common shares outstanding:
Basic
Diluted

Earnings per average common share:
Basic

Diluted

Cash dividends declared per common share

2013 2012 2013 2012
$ 221987 $  2,036,82 431207 $ 397361
341,32 221,31 1,010,91 842,34

17,718 16,52¢ 38,77: 36,78¢

2,578,901 2,274,66 5,361,76. 4,852,74
1,011,04- 854,37: 1,936,08 1,718,35:
188,76t 89,75¢ 628,14( 507,70!

7,881 5,94¢ 16,29: 13,24

562,55° 534,01 1,001,78; 1,044,69:

60,44¢ 58,61¢ 124,47 122,32

243,93 226,64 492,64( 455,31

102,05: 99,63: 215,47t 205,25¢
2,176,67 1,868,97; 4,504,90; 4,066,89!
402,23 405,69( 856,86( 785,85:

41z 72¢ 4,33t 4,46t

7,52¢ 7,50: 15,10¢ 14,66(

22,10¢ 15,19 41,86 28,64

146,82 151,92; 286,44 303,75

(10,319 (7,689 (19,079 (14,29()

136,51 144,23 267,36° 289,46

295,77 284,87 650,79° 544,16(

98,89: 101,80 217,32° 177,31

196,88: 183,07 433,47 366,84

(25) (15) (43) 10¢

$ 196,85 $ 183,06 433,42 $ 366,95:
497,74 487,71 493,78 487,53

498,03 488,01 494,30 488,001

$ 04C $ 0.3¢ 08 $ 0.7t
0.4¢ 0.3¢ 0.8¢ 0.7t

$ 028 $ 0.27 055 $ 0.5¢

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

CONSOLIDATED STATEMENTS OF COMPREHENSIVE INCOME (UN AUDITED)

(amounts in thousands)

Three Months Ended June 30

Six Months Ended June 30

2013 2012 2013 2012
Net income $ 196,85 $ 183,06( $ 433,427  $ 366,95:
Other comprehensive income (loss)
Pension and retiree medical benefits:
Amortization of losses included in net periodic &f#ncost,
net of tax of $729, $647, $3,232 and $1,269, rasmy 1,13¢ 932 49¢ 1,827
Derivative instruments:
Net fair value decrease, net of tax of $(29), $(23),
$(17) and $(6,673), respectively (44) (35,727 (31) (10,339
Reclassification of losses to net income, net wiofa
$451, $158, $1,881 and $314, respectively 694 182 38¢ 362
65( (35,54%) 35¢ (9,979
Marketable securities:
Net fair value increase (decrease), net of tax of
$0, $83, $(18) and $119, respectively — 122 (36) 174
Other comprehensive income (loss) 1,78 (34,49) 81¢ (7,97))
Comprehensive income $ 198,641 $ 148,56( $ 434,24l $ 358,981

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

Six Months Ended June 30

2013 2012
Operating activities
Net income $ 433,427 $ 366,95:
Remove loss (income) from discontinued operations 43 (209
Adjustments to reconcile net income to cash praviole operating activities:
Depreciation and amortization 507,65¢ 464,11
Conservation and demand side management prograimtization 3,42¢ 3,76t
Nuclear fuel amortization 49,48t 49,76t
Deferred income taxes 235,68:¢ 278,35t
Amortization of investment tax credits (3,319 (3,109
Allowance for equity funds used during construction (41,867) (28,64¢)
Equity earnings of unconsolidated subsidiaries (15,106 (14,660
Dividends from unconsolidated subsidiaries 18,68 8,02¢
Share-based compensation expense 18,74 17,24¢
Net realized and unrealized hedging and derivatamsactions (2,759 7,32t
Changes in operating assets and liabilities:
Accounts receivable (78,94() (92§)
Accrued unbilled revenues 37,06¢ 139,01:
Inventories 40,68« 145,09!
Other current assets 29,70( (61,29)
Accounts payable 1,62t (177,07¢)
Net regulatory assets and liabilities 76,69: 12,91
Other current liabilities (83,33¢) (117,65
Pension and other employee benefit obligations (170,167 (168,899
Change in other noncurrent assets 16,94( (40,897
Change in other noncurrent liabilities (169) (14,027
Net cash provided by operating activities 1,074,22! 865,29t
Investing activities
Utility capital/construction expenditures (1,596,77) (1,103,56)
Proceeds from insurance recoveries 50,00( 24,00(
Allowance for equity funds used during construction 41,86: 28,64«
Purchases of investments in external decommisgjdnimd (890,70() (371,36
Proceeds from the sale of investments in exter@abihmissioning fund 887,50( 371,36.
Investment in WYCO Development LLC (2,16€) (379
Change in restricted cash — 94,95¢
Other, net (1,69¢) (29
Net cash used in investing activities (1,511,97) (956,367
Financing activities
(Repayments of) proceeds from short-term borrowings (248,00() 262,00(
Proceeds from issuance of long-term debt 1,337,04! 111,01
Repayments of long-term debt, including reacquaisipremiums (651,516 (2,45%)
Proceeds from issuance of common stock 227,11 3,69¢
Repurchase of common stock — (18,529

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



(250,395) (238,51()

Dividends paid
Net cash provided by financing activities 414,25( 93,91
Net change in cash and cash equivalents (23,507) 2,84¢
Cash and cash equivalents at beginning of period 82,32: 60,68
Cash and cash equivalents at end of period $ 58,82: $ 63,53(
Supplemental disclosure of cash flow information:

Cash paid for interest (net of amounts capitalized) $ (258,129 $ (281,26¢)

Cash received (paid) for income taxes, net 13,68: (5,87%)
Supplemental disclosure of non-cash investing arah€ing transactions:

Property, plant and equipment additions in accopaygble $ 302,43 $ 274,35(

37,504 35,54¢

Issuance of common stock for reinvested dividemadis4D1(k) plans

See Notes to Consolidated Financial Statements
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Assets

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

Total current assets

Property, plant and equipment, net

Other assets

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

Nuclear decommissioning fund and other investments

Regulatory assets
Derivative instruments
Other

Total other assets

Total assets

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

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

Commitments and contingencies

Capitalizatior

June 30, 2013 Dec. 31, 2012
58,82: $ 82,320
719,06 718,04t
626,29: 663,36:
494,89( 535,57-
396,30¢ 352,97
100,21! 69,01:
158,35( 32,52¢
264,25: 171,31!
2,818,201 2,625,13!
24,813,41 23,809,34
1,622,97: 1,617,86!
2,727,211 2,762,02!
100,31¢ 126,29
184,15( 200,00t
4,634,65 4,706,19
32,266,26 $ 31,140,68
282,04: $ 258,15!
354,00( 602,00(
998,60 959,009:
205,11: 168,85¢
242,33¢ 334,44:
156,75: 162,49:
139,24( 131,74t
29,897 32,48:
288,82: 287,80:
2,696,81! 2,937,07
4,820,65! 4,434,90!
80,58" 82,76
1,070,05! 1,059,93!
1,762,95! 1,719,791
222,57! 242,86t
261,68 252,88t
988,77: 1,163,26!
245,44 229,20°
9,452,731 9,185,63.




Long-term debt

Common stock — 1,000,000,000 shares authorize@.60%par value; 497,295,719 and
487,959,516 shares outstanding at June 30, 201Bend31, 2012, respectively

Additional paid in capital

Retained earnings

Accumulated other comprehensive loss
Total common stockholders’ equity

Total liabilities and equity

See Notes to Consolidated Financial Statements
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10,816,47 10,143,90
1,243,23 1,219,89:
5,595,901 5,353,01!
2,572,93! 2,413,81

(111,83) (112,65
9,300,24! 8,874,07
32,266,226 $ 31,140,68
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CONSOLIDATED STATEMENTS OF COMMON STOCKHOLDERS' EQU ITY (UNAUDITED)

Three Months Ended June 30, 2013 and

2012
Balance at March 31, 2012
Net income
Other comprehensive loss
Dividends declared:
Common stock
Issuances of common stock
Share-based compensation
Balance at June 30, 2012

Balance at March 31, 2013

Net income

Other comprehensive income
Dividends declared:

Common stock

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

XCEL ENERGY INC. AND SUBSIDIARIES

(amounts in thousands)

Common Stock Issued

Accumulated Total

Other Common

Additional Paid Retained Comprehensive Stockholders’

Shares Par Value In Capital Earnings Loss Equity
486,93t 1,217,33 % 5,298,57. $ 2,089,27! (67,51%) 8,537,67.
183,06( 183,06(
(34,49)) (34,49))
(131,69 (131,69
35C 87¢ 8,482 9,357
9,60¢ 9,60<
487,28t 1,21821. $ 5,316,65 $ 2,140,63! (102,006 8,573,50!
494,75! 1,236,88° $ 551551 % 2,516,33 (113,62() 9,155,111
196,85 196,85
1,78¢ 1,78¢
(140,25.) (140,25.)
2,541 6,351 67,94( 74,29:
12,45 12,45¢
497,29t 1,243,23° $ 5595900 $ 2,572,93! (111,83Y 9,300,24!

See Notes to Consolidated Financial Statements
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Six Months Ended June 30, 2013 and

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

Repurchase of common stock

Purchase of common stock for
settlement of equity awards

Share-based compensation
Balance at June 30, 2012

Balance at Dec. 31, 2012
Net income
Other comprehensive income
Dividends declared:
Common stock
Issuances of common stock
Share-based compensation

Balance at June 30, 2013

XCEL ENERGY INC. AND SUBSIDIARIES
CONSOLIDATED STATEMENTS OF COMMON STOCKHOLDERS' EQU ITY (UNAUDITED)

(amounts in thousands)

Common Stock Issued

Accumulated Total

Other Common

Additional Paid Retained Comprehensive Stockholders’

Shares Par Value In Capital Earnings Loss Equity
486,49: 1,216,23. $ 5,327,44. $ 2,032,55! (94,03 $ 8,482,19!
366,95! 366,95!
(7,979 (7,979
(258,87() (258,87()
1,492 3,73( 10,77( 14,50(
(700 (2,750 (26,779 (18,529
(23,307 (23,307
18,53: 18,53:
487,28t 1,21821. $ 5,316,65 $ 2,140,63! (102,000 $ 8,573,50!
487,96( 1,219,890 $ 5,353,01! $ 2,413,811 (112,65) $ 8,874,07
433,42 433,42
81¢ 81¢
(274,309 (274,309
9,33¢ 23,34( 219,78! 243,12!
23,10¢ 23,10¢
497,29¢ 1,243,23' $ 5595900 $ 2,572,93! (111,83) $ 9,300,24!

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

In the opinion of management, the accompanying dited consolidated financial statements contaiadjlistments necessary to present
fairly, in accordance with accounting principlesgeally accepted in the United States of AmericAAB), the financial position of Xcel
Energy Inc. and its subsidiaries as of June 30320 Dec. 31, 2012; the results of its operatiomduding the components of net income
and comprehensive income, and changes in stockisoluity for the three and six months ended Bhe013 and 2012; and its cash flows
for the six months ended June 30, 2013 and 201Padfustments are of a normal, recurring natureept as otherwise

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

1. Summary of Significant Accounting Policie

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

2. Accounting Pronouncement

Recently Adopte!

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

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

3. Selected Balance Sheet D¢

(Thousands of Dollars) June 30, 2013 Dec. 31, 2012
Accounts receivable, net
Accounts receivable $ 766,84¢ $ 769,44(
Less allowance for bad debts (47,779 (51,399
$ 719,06¢ $ 718,04¢
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(Thousands of Dollars) June 30, 2013 Dec. 31, 2012
Inventories
Materials and supplies $ 222,62¢ $ 213,73¢
Fuel 186,00 189,42!
Natural gas 86,25! 132,41(
$ 494,89 $ 535,57:
(Thousands of Dollars) June 30, 2013 Dec. 31, 2012
Property, plant and equipment, net
Electric plant $ 29,017,31 % 28,285,03
Natural gas plant 3,903,12 3,836,33!
Common and other property 1,475,53. 1,480,55!
Plant to be retire® 115,46t 152,73(
Construction work in progress 2,298,89! 1,757,18!
Total property, plant and equipment 36,810,34 35,511,84
Less accumulated depreciation (12,344,99) (12,048,69)
Nuclear fuel 2,142,14! 2,090,80:
Less accumulated amortization (1,794,08) (1,744,59)

$ 2481341 $ 23,809,34

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

4. Income Taxe:

Except to the extent noted below, the circumstasee$orth in Note 6 to the consolidated finanstatements included in Xcel Energy Inc.’s
Annual Report on Form 10-K for the year ended [34¢.2012 appropriately represent, in all mategapects, the current status of other
income tax matters, and are incorporated hereiretgyence.

Federal Audit — Xcel Energy files a consolidated federal incomer&turn. The statute of limitations applicablexizel Energy’s 2008
federal income tax return expired in September 200 statute of limitations applicable to Xcelegy’s 2009 federal income tax return
expires in June 2015. In the third quarter of 2@ Internal Revenue Service (IRS) commencedkammation of tax years 2010 and
2011 . As of June 30, 2013, the IRS had not pregp@my material adjustments to tax years 2010 8ad.2

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

State Year

Colorado 2006
Minnesota 2009
Texas 2008
Wisconsin 2008

In the fourth quarter of 2012, the state of Coloradmmenced an examination of tax years 2006 thr@0§9 . In the first quarter of 2013,
the state of Wisconsin commenced an examinatidaxojears 2009 through 2011 . As of June 30, 206G 3naterial adjustments had been
proposed for either of these audits. There aresntly no other state income tax audits in progress

10
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Unrecognized Tax Benefits— The unrecognized tax benefit balance includempaent tax positions, which if recognized wouldeefithe
annual effective tax rate (ETR). In addition, threecognized tax benefit balance includes tempdearyositions for which the ultimate
deductibility is highly certain but for which theiguncertainty about the timing of such dedudtiil A change in the period of deductibility
would not affect the ETR but would accelerate thgrmpent of cash to the taxing authority to an eapéeriod.

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

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

Unrecognized tax benefit — Permanent tax positions $ 7€ $ 4.7

Unrecognized tax benefit — Temporary tax positions 31.7 29.¢
Total unrecognized tax benefit $ 395§ 34.c

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

(Millions of Dollars) June 30, 2013 Dec. 31, 2012
NOL and tax credit carryforwards $ (38.) $ (33.9)

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

The payable for interest related to unrecognizgdemefits is partially offset by the interest biétreessociated with NOL and tax credit
carryforwards. The payables for interest relatedrirecognized tax benefits at June 30, 2013 ard e 2012 were not material. No
amounts were accrued for penalties related to ogrézed tax benefits as of June 30, 2013 or Dec2312.

5. Rate Matters

Except to the extent noted below, the circumstasee$orth in Note 12 to the consolidated finanstatements included in Xcel Energy Inc.’s
Annual Report on Form 10-K for the year ended [34¢.2012 and in Note 5 to Xcel Energy Inc.’s QudytReport on Form 10-Q for the
quarter period ended March 31, 2013, appropriaggyesent, in all material respects, the currexitistof other rate matters, and are
incorporated herein by reference.

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

NSP-Minnesota — Minnesota 2012 Electric Rate Case- In November 2012, NSP-Minnesota filed a requesh wie MPUC for an

increase in annual revenues of approximately $2#ifom, or 10.7 percent. The rate filing is besen a 2013 forecast test year, a requested
return on equity (ROE) of 10.6 percent , an averdgetric rate base of approximately $6.3 billiowd@n equity ratio of 52.56 percent . In
January 2013, interim rates of approximately $2%lian became effective, subject to refund.

In March 2013, NSP-Minnesota filed rebuttal testip@and revised the requested annual revenue irecteapproximately $219.7 millignor
8.23 percent , based on an ROE of 10.6 perceratedase of approximately $6.3 billion and an goguitio of 52.56 percent . The updated
request reflects alternate proposals in severabkegs including:

» Deferral of depreciation expenses and propentgs related to Sherco Unit 3 for 2012 and 2013ramval of avoided 2013
operating and maintenance (O&M) expense due textended outage at Sherco Unit 3.

* Removal of Monticello 2013 license costs froranilin service and deferral of 2013 depreciatigpeese for the primary Monticello
life cycle management (LCM) / extended power up(&feU) project until after an MPUC order findingtbosts prudent.

* Removal of Prairie Island EPU project costs, reifecthe MPUC decision to cancel the project in &aber 201:

11
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» Adjustments to compensation and benefits regovetuding Annual Incentive Plan (AIP) to reflgmtior MPUC decisions
establishing a limitation at 15 percent of base ysigig a four-year average AlP target, pension msg@and active healthcare costs.

* Adjustment of pension recoveries to reflect amedizecovery of 2008 market loss

* Recovery of coal pile and ash pond remediatmsiat the Black Dog plant through ayEar amortizatiot

» Updated forecast for property ta>

e Updated forecast with 6 months of actual salestomer and weather data through December 2082;@mhated economic
assumptions based on a December 2012 economi@ftr@coposing a refund if sales are higher thaectst on a weather-
normalized basis.

» Correction to the original filing and other adjustmts

In April 2013, intervenors filed surrebuttal testiny, including the Minnesota Department of Commé&R®C), Office of Attorney General
(OAG), Minnesota Chamber (MCC), Xcel Large Indwti(XLIl), Commercial Group, Industrial, Commercaild Institutional Customers,
and Energy Cents Coalition. The DOC recommendeyenue increase of $89.6 million , based on a pe88ent ROE, an average electric
rate base of approximately $6.1 billion and an gquitio of 52.56 percent . Subsequently, the DEOD@tommendation was revised to
approximately $98.6 million , largely to reflectdgied information.

In its surrebuttal testimony, the OAG recommendedatovery for the Prairie Island EPU project,iaatt should have been written off in
2012 when cancellation of the project was apprdyethe MPUC. The DOC is also not supportive obkexy of the Prairie Island EPU
cancelled EPU costs. The OAG suggests pensioneecm rates exceeds benefit payout because ofggdsamade to benefit plans and
recommends correction for an alleged over-collectibfunds to pay for future benefits which may eele paid out. The OAG supports the
DOC in adjustments to recovery of annual incentiempensation and does not find NSP-Minnesota’sc®hégnit 3 proposal warranted. XLI
and MCC also opposed recovery of Sherco Unit 3scaisti Monticello EPU costs.

Through the hearing and briefing process, NSP-Mspteerevised its rate request to approximately $8i#n to reflect updated property t
information, resolution of concerns regarding Wissia wholesale customers and other adjustments$Z@@ million revenue requirement
reflects a requested deficiency of $259 million bamed with $50 million of rate mitigation througleférral mechanisms.

ALJ Recommendation

On July 3, 2013, the Minnesota Administrative Lawige (ALJ) issued her report and recommended armatease of approximately $127
million , based on a ROE of 9.83 percent , an gqaitio of 52.56 percent and an electric rate lwd$6.233 billion . In addition, the ALJ
recommendation included approximately $51 milliordeferrals of which NSP-Minnesota estimates $34amiwill affect net income. The
deferrals are related to Sherco Unit 3 and pension.

The ALJ indicated that Sherco Unit 3 should be mered “used and useful” for rate making purpobesthat a portion of the Monticello
LCM/EPU would not be considered “used and usefatilINSP-Minnesota obtains the uprate license ftbenNuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC). The ALJ also found that the pnayeof the cost increases for the Monticello LCMUEBroject and cost recovery for the
cancelled Prairie Island EPU project should berdgteed in the next Minnesota rate case. In additioa ALJ recommended accepting NSP-
Minnesota’s position on the inclusion of the pensicarket loss and incentive compensation and th€'B@osition on the sales forecast.
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The table below reconciles the final position ofiNBlinnesota, the DOC and the ALJ.

NSP-Minnesota

(Millions of Dollars) Request DOC Recommendation  ALJ Recommendation
NSP-Minnesota original request $ 28t % 28t % 28¢
ROE — (49 (43
Sherco Unit 3 (35) (40) (38
Reduced recovery for the nuclear plants (12) (9 (14
Incentive compensation 3 (20) 4
Sales forecast (D] (26) (26)
Pension (10 (25) (13
Employee benefits 4 (6) (6)
Black Dog remediation (5) 5) 5)
NSP-Wisconsin wholesale allocation @) @) @)
Other, net — 5) )

Recommended rate increase 20¢ 9¢ 127
Preliminary estimated impact of cost deferrals 50 5 34

Estimated impact on 2013 pre-tax income $ 25¢  § 104 $ 161

The MPUC has scheduled deliberations for Aug. 6&ri2D13. The MPUC is expected to reach a decisiothe issues at the deliberations
and issue an order in September 2013.

NSF-Minnesota recorded a current regulatory liabitgpresenting the current best estimate of a reflotigation associated with the interim
rates of approximately $16 million and $47 millipas of March 31 and June 30, 2013, respectively.

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

Base Rate

NSP-Minnesota — North Dakota 2012 Electric Rate Caseln December 2012, NSP-Minnesota filed a requétst the NDPSC to increase
annual retail electric rates approximately $16.8iom , or 9.25 percent The rate filing is based on a 2013 forecastyteat, a requested R(C
of 10.6 percent , an electric rate base of appratetg $377.6 million and an equity ratio of 52.5§qent . In January 2013, the NDPSC

approved an interim electric increase of $14.7iaml| effective Feb. 16, 2013, subject to refumdJune 2013, NSP-Minnesota revised its rate
increase to $16 million , reflecting updated infatron. There were no intervenors in this proceeding
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On July 17, 2013, NDPSC Advocacy Staff filed direttimony prepared by their rate case consult&tidf’'s testimony recommended a 9.0
percent ROE and other revenue requirement adjussmehich resulted in an overall rate reductiompproximately $2.1 million . Primary
revenue requirement adjustments include:

Revenue requirement
adjustments as filed by

(Millions of Dollars) the Staff
NSP-Minnesota revised request $ 16.C
Use of a one month coincident peak demand allod¢atarertain

rate base and operation expenses (20.0
ROE (5.2
Incentive compensation (0.9
Adjustment for various O&M expenses (0.7)
Calculation of federal income taxes 6.3
Modified cost of capital and increased capital e

to 53.42 percent 14
Other, net 0.9
Recommended rate decrease $ (2.9

Additionally, NDPSC Staff recommends customers BPNMinnesotas North Dakota jurisdiction be excluded from payfagcosts of certai
purchased power agreements.

Next steps in the procedural schedule are expéated as follows

* Rebuttal Testimony Aug. 12, 201

» Technical Hearings — Aug. 28, 201:

» Initial Briefs —Sept. 20, 201

* Reply Briefs/Proposed FindingOetober 201

A final NDPSC decision on the case is expectethénfourth quarter of 2013.

NSP-Wisconsin

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

Base Rate

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

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

The rate filing is based on a 2014 forecast teat,\® ROE of 10.4 percent , an equity ratio of §#Ecent , and a forecasted average net
investment rate base of approximately $895.3 nnilfiar the electric utility and $89.8 million forematural gas utility.

Next steps in thprocedural schedule are expected to be as follows:

»  Staff and Intervenor Direct TestimonyOet. 4, 201
* Rebuttal Testimony ©ct. 18, 201

e Surrebuttal testimony ©ct. 28, 201

e Hearing -Oct. 30, 201

» Initial Brief —Nov. 13, 201

* Reply Brief -Nov. 20, 201

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

PSCo- Colorado 2013 Gas Rate Case In December 2012, PSCo filed a multi-year requést the CPUC to increase Colorado retalil
natural gas rates by $48.5 million in 2013 withseduent step increases of $9.9 million in 2014%&®11 million in 2015. The request is
based on a 2013 forecast test year, a 10.5 peRe2ht a rate base of $1.3 billion and an equityrafi56 percent . PSCo is requesting an
extension of its Pipeline System Integrity Adjusirn@ SIA) rider mechanism to collect the costs eisded with its pipeline integrity efforts,
including accelerated system renewal projects. dP&fimates that the PSIA will increase by $26.8aniin 2014 with a subsequent step
increase of $24.7 million in 2015 in addition te throposed changes in base rate revenue. In aigomwith the multi-year base rate step
increases, PSCo is proposing a stay-out provigionea earnings test through the end of 2015 withramitment to file a rate case to
implement revised rates on Jan. 1, 2016.

In order to accommodate the procedural schedules will go into effect as filed on Aug. 10, 2058pject to refund.

On April 3, 2013, four parties filed answer testimgan the natural gas case. The CPUC Staff anat©#fff Consumer Counsel (OCC)
recommended changes to the level of integrity memegnt costs moved from the PSIA rider to base .ra®&Cos 2013 deficiency based ol
Forecasted Test Year (FTY) net of PSIA changes$asmillion for 2013 and the revenue deficiency $a8.3 million based on a Historic
Test Year (HTY).

The CPUC Staff recommended a rate reduction of4gidllion , based on a HTY, an ROE of 9 percent anequity ratio of 52 percent and
other adjustments. The OCC recommended a rateaserof $0.5 million based on a HTY, an ROE of@gmat and equity ratio of 51.03
percent and other adjustments. While the OCC dideacommend that the CPUC set rates using a Hiey, did calculate a revenue
deficiency of $12.4 million for 2013. No otherémtenor made ROE recommendations or specific reaamdations regarding the revenue
deficiency. The major adjustments to the test peaposed by the CPUC Staff and OCC are presermtedvb

(Millions of Dollars) CPUC Sstaff ocCcC
PSCo deficiency based on a HTY $ 28 % 28.c
ROE and capital structure adjustments (20.9) (20.0
Move to a 13 month average from year end rate base (5.7) 3.2
Remove pension asset (5.9 —
Remove incentive compensation (3.5 (0.2
Challenge known and measurable — (9.0
Eliminate depreciation annualization — (1.8
Revenue adjustments (4.2 (1.9
Resulting tax impacts 1.t 4.7
Other adjustments (4.2) 3.1
Recommendation $ (149 % 0.t

On April 26, 2013, the CPUC Staff filed supplemémgatimony recommending an additional net disadloee of $1.6 million for adjustments
and corrections.

On April 29, 2013, PSCo filed rebuttal testimonylaavised its requested annual rate increase t@$ddlion for 2013, with subsequent step
increases of $9.0 million for 2014 and $10.9 millfor 2015, based on an ROE of 10.3 percent . R&@zed to recover approximately $3.5
million of revenue requirement in the PSIA, rattiean through base rates and accepted the CPUCsS&fbmmendation to use deferred
accounting to accommodate property tax increases.

Hearings were held in May 2013. An ALJ recommeraats anticipated in August 2013 and a decisicgxjgected in the third quarter of
2013.
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PSCo- Colorado 2013 Steam Rate Case In December 2012, PSCo filed a request to incr€aderado retail steam rates by $1.6 million
in 2013 with subsequent step increases of $0.9omilh 2014 and $2.3 million in 2015. The requediased on a 2013 forecast test year, a
10.5 percent ROE, a rate base of $21 million feast and an equity ratio of 56 percent . Finakrate expected to be effective in the fourth
quarter of 2013.

On July 23, 2013, PSCo, CPUC Staff, the OCC andr@db Energy Consumers representing the Building&@svManagement Association
filed an unopposed joint motion for the CPUC toatacthe current procedural schedule and to seteaofi@ug. 12, 2013, by which the part
shall file either: (i) a comprehensive settlemegreament resolving all issues presented in thisemair (ii) a consensus revised procedural
schedule.

PSCo- 2011 Electric Rate Case Earnings TestOn April 1, 2013, PSCo filed a tariff implemergithe earnings sharing mechanism
consistent with the settlement and CPUC decisio®Co’s 2011 electric rate case. The earningsnghmechanism is used to apply
prospective electric rate adjustments for earningke prior year over PSCo’s authorized ROE tho&sbf 10 percent . In the April 2013
filing for 2012, PSCo indicated that its earnings ot exceed the established threshold. CPUQ, $itef OCC and Colorado Energy
Consumers each filed notices with the CPUC disgufiBCo’s assertion that earnings did not exceethtkehold. In June 2013, PSCo
entered into a comprehensive settlement of issitbsall parties, which was approved by the CPUC @silted in a refund of approximately
$8.2 millionto customers over the next year. As of June 3032B$Co recognized a liability for the settlemenbant as well as an estima
accrual representing its best estimate of any te@ibligation for the 2013 test year.

Electric, Purchased Gas and Resource Adjustment Cleses

Renewable Energy Credit (REC) Sharir— In May 2011, the CPUC determined that marginisigaon stand-alone REC transactions would
be shared 20 percent to PSCo and 80 percent tonsert beginning in 2011 and ultimately becomingéfrent to PSCo and 90 percent to
customers by 2014. The CPUC also approved a charthe treatment of hybrid REC trading margins (REhat are bundled with energy)
that allows the customershare of the margins to be netted against the r@plevenergy standard adjustment (RESA) regulatesgtebalanc

In March 2012, the CPUC approved an annual matwniisg on the first $20 million of margins on hybREC trades of 80 percent to the
customers and 20 percent to PSCo. Margins in exafethe $20 million are to be shared 90 percethéocustomers and 10 percent to
PSCo. The CPUC authorized PSCo to return to cus®omspent carbon offset funds by crediting th&REegulatory asset balance. For
three months ended June 30, 2013 and 2012, PS@itecrthe RESA regulatory asset balance $6.5 mibiod $6.3 million ,

respectively. The cumulative credit to the RES@ulatory asset balance was $93.3 million and $88l&n at June 30, 2013 and Dec. 31,
2012, respectively. The credits include the cust@mshare of REC trading margins and the custorsbese of carbon offset funds.

This sharing mechanism will be effective througi2@o provide the CPUC an opportunity to reviewfilaenework and evidence regarding
actual deliveries.

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

hearing to review in detail the information prowidéncluding a review of the prudence of expendisun 2012, and to develop standards for
future filings. The CPUC approved the request dp 10, 2013 and assigned the matter to an ALJ.dk@dural schedule has not been set.
SPS

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

Base Rate

SPS- Texas 2012 Electric Rate Case In November 2012, SPS filed an electric rate éadeexas with the PUCT for an increase in annual

revenue of approximately $90.2 million . The riliag is based on a historic twelveonth test year ended June 30, 2012 (adjustechfomik
and measurable changes), a requested ROE of 1€xéé&np, an electric rate base of $1.15 billion anequity ratio of 52 percent .
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In April 2013, the parties filed a settlement agneat in which SPS’ base rate will increase by $3lian , effective May 1, 2013, on an
interim basis pending the PUCT's approval of thilesment, and by an additional $13.8 million on §dp2013. In addition, the settlement
allows SPS to file a transmission cost recoverystdjent rider in the fourth quarter of 2013 andtfmse rates to become effective on an
interim basis in January 2014. Under the settlén®®S cannot file another base rate case in 2t 3here are no restrictions on SPS filir
base rate case in 2014. On June 6, 2013, the RippDved the settlement without modification.

Pending Regulatory Proceedin(— New Mexico Public Regulation Commission (NMPRC)
Base Rate

SPS— New Mexico 2012 Electric Rate Case In December 2012, SPS filed an electric rate cadéew Mexico with the NMPRC for an
increase in annual revenue of approximately $45l®m. The rate filing is based on a 2014 forstciest year, a requested ROE of 10.65
percent , a jurisdictional electric rate base of%8 million and an equity ratio of 53.89 percent .

In March 2013, the NMPRC ruled that SPS’ case riggnally filed, was incomplete due to confidentédhibits to testimony and schedules
being included in SPS’ direct case, and directechiaring examiner to review SPS’ claims of confiddity and to determine the date the
filing is complete. After SPS made filings to aglsls the NMPRC'’s concern about the confidential dumts, the hearing examiner
determined that SPS’ application was completed pril A2, 2013. The NMPRC has suspended the tdoffan initial nine month period
beyond that date, or until Jan. 11, 2014. The NKIPRs authority to suspend the rates for an addititnree months beyond the initial nine
month period, or until April 11, 2014. On June 2013, SPS revised its requested rate increase3td #illion .

Next steps in the procedural schedule are expdctod as follows

»  Staff/Intervenor Direct TestimonyAug. 22, 201
* Rebuttal Testimony Sept. 9, 201
» Evidentiary Hearings — Sept. PG5 201.

Purchase and Sale Agreement for Certain Texas Tramssion Asset— On March 29, 2013, SPS entered into a purchassaadgreeme
with Sharyland Distribution and Transmission Sezgid_LC for the sale of certain segments of SR8igmission lines and two related
substations for a base purchase price of $37 millgubject to adjustments for unplanned capitpkarlitures. The transaction is subject to
various regulatory approvals including that of Bezleral Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC).

On April 29, 2013, SPS made filings regarding tleped transaction with the PUCT, the NMPRC andRBRC. If approved, the sale is
expected to close by the end of 2013.

Next steps in the procedural schedules are expéateel as follows

* PUCT Intervenor Direct TestimonyAug. 2, 201

* PUCT Staff Direct Testimony Aug. 9, 201

» PUCT SPS Rebuttal TestimonyAdg. 16, 201

* PUCT Evidentiary Hearing Sept. 3, 201

« NMPRC Staff/Intervenor Direct Testimor Sept. 12, 201
«  NMPRC SPS Rebuttal Testimo— Sept. 27, 201

« NMPRC Evidentiary Hearin— Oct. 8 -9, 201!

6. Commitments and Contingencie

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

Under certain purchased power agreements, NSP-KlitaePSCo and SPS purchase power from indepepdeet producing entities for
which the utility subsidiaries are required to rburse natural gas or biomass fuel costs, or tacgaate in tolling arrangements under which
the utility subsidiaries procure the natural gagineed to produce the energy that they purchasesé specific purchased power agreements
create a variable interest in the associated intigre power producing entity.

The Xcel Energy utility subsidiaries had approxiehat3,406 megawatts (MW) and 3,324 MW of capacitgder long-term purchased power
agreements as of June 30, 2013 and Dec. 31, 28§#&atively, with entities that have been deterthioebe variable interest entities. Xcel
Energy has concluded that these entities are nairex to be consolidated in its consolidated faiainstatements because it does not have the
power to direct the activities that most signifidgimpact the entities’ economic performance. Jéagreements have expiration dates
through the year 2033.

Guarantees and Indemnifications

Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsidiaries provide gotgas and bond indemnities under specified agresnoertransactions. The guarantees and
bond indemnities issued by Xcel Energy Inc. guaamayment or performance by its subsidiariesa Aesult, 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 bondrindies issued by Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsid&limit the exposure to a maximum
amount stated in the guarantees and bond indesnifis of June 30, 2013 and Dec. 31, 2012, Xceldgnimc. and its subsidiaries had no
assets held as collateral related to their guagapteond indemnities and indemnification agreements

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

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

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

Indemnification Agreement:

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

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

Environmental Contingencies

Ashland Manufactured Gas Plant (MGP) Si— NSPWisconsin has been named a potentially respongéty (PRP) for contamination a
site in Ashland, Wis. The Ashland/Northern Stdesver Lakefront Superfund Site (the Ashland site)udes property owned by NSP-
Wisconsin, which was a site previously operate@ Ipyedecessor company as a MGP facility (the UBh€f), and two other properties: an
adjacent city lakeshore park area (Kreher Parkloich an unaffiliated third party previously opt@ a sawmill and conducted creosote
treating operations; and an area of Lake Super@nsquamegon Bay adjoining the park (the Sediments)

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) ébits Record of Decision (ROD) in 2010, which d#sss the preferred remedy the
EPA has selected for the cleanup of the Ashlamd dit 2011, the EPA issued special notice leithstifying several entities, including NSP-
Wisconsin, as PRPs, for future remediation at ifee §he special notice letters requested thagdRRPs participate in negotiations with the
EPA regarding how the PRPs intended to conducaprf@ the remediation at the Ashland site. Assult of those settlement negotiations,
the EPA agreed to segment the Ashland site intaragpareas. The first area (Phase | Project Amehjdes soil and groundwater in Kreher
Park and the Upper Bluff. The second area inclildesSediments.
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In October 2012, a settlement among the EPA, thectivisin Department of Natural Resources (WDNR)Bide River and Red Cliff Bands
of the Lake Superior Tribe of Chippewa Indians &I8P-Wisconsin was approved by the U.S. Districtr€for the Western District of
Wisconsin. This settlement resolves claims agaii®R®-Wisconsin for its alleged responsibility fbetremediation of the Phase | Project
Area. Under the terms of the settlement, N8Beonsin agreed to perform the remediation ofRhase | Project Area, but does not admit
liability with respect to the Ashland site. Thetleanent reflects a cost estimate for the cleaofuppe Phase | Project Area of $40

million . The settlement also resolves claimshwy federal, state and tribal trustees against N$&eosin for alleged natural resource
damages at the Ashland site, including both thes@h&roject Area and the Sediments. As part@t#itlement, NSP-Wisconsin has
conveyed approximately 1,390 acres of land to tageeDf Wisconsin and tribal trustees. Fieldwarlatldress the Phase | Project Area at the
Ashland site began at the end of 2012 and contimu2813.

Negotiations between the EPA and I-Wisconsin regarding who will pay or perform theatup of the Sediments are ongoing. The EPA’s
ROD for the Ashland site includes estimates thatcibst of the preferred remediation related toSe@iments is between $63 million and $77
million , with a potential deviation in such estited costs of up to 50 percent higher to 30 perioavr.

In August 2012, NSP-Wisconsin also filed litigatiagainst other PRPs for their share of the cle@osts for the Ashland site. Trial for this
matter has been scheduled for June 2014. Negatsabietween the EPA, NSP-Wisconsin and severakobtter PRPs regarding the PRPs’
fair share of the cleanup costs for the Ashlarel aie also ongoing.

At June 30, 2013 and Dec. 31, 2012, NSP-Wiscorathracorded a liability of $101.3 million and $1D®&illion , respectively, for the
Ashland site based upon potential remediation @sijd costs together with estimated outside legélcansultant costs; of which $14.3
million and $20.1 million , respectively, was cateied a current liability. The reduction in recidiability at June 30, 2013 reflects that
cleanup has now commenced and costs are beingédowith respect to the Phase | Project Area. MB8tonsin’s potential liability, the
actual cost of remediation and the time frame owgch the amounts may be paid are subject to chaN@P-Wisconsin also continues to
work to identify and access state and federal fuadgply to the ultimate remediation cost of thére site. Unresolved issues or factors that
could result in higher or lower NSP-Wisconsin rema@dn costs for the Ashland site include the clgaapproach implemented for the
Sediments, which party implements the cleanuptithing of when the cleanup is implemented, potémiatributions by other PRPs and
whether federal or state funding may be directeuelp offset remediation costs at the Ashland site.

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

In a recent rate case decision, the PSCW recogitieedotential magnitude of the future liability the cleanup at the Ashland site. In
December 2012, the PSCW granted an exception é&xigting policy at the request of NSP-Wisconsie elements of this exception
include: 1) approval to begin recovery of estimé@base 1 Project costs beginning on Jan. 1, 20k%@oval to amortize these estimated
costs over a ten -year period; and 3) approvapplyaa three percent carrying cost to the unamexditizgulatory asset. Implementation of this
exception will help mitigate the rate impact tourat gas customers and the risk to NSP-Wisconsim & longer amortization period.

Environmental Requirement

Greenhouse Gas (GHG) New Source Performance Staddaroposal (NSPS) and Emission Guideline for Exiggi Sources —n April
2012, the EPA proposed a GHG NSPS for newly coatstcLpower plants. The proposal requires that cadimxide (CO,) emission rates be
equal to a natural gas combined-cycle plant, eftreiplant is coal-fired. The EPA also proposeat tHSPS not apply to modified or
reconstructed existing power plants and that itttah of control equipment on existing plants wbabt constitute a “modification” to those
plants under the NSPS program. On June 25, 20&3jd@nt Obama issued a memorandum directing thet&P&propose GHG emission
standards for new power plants and develop GHGstonisstandards for existing power plants. It ispagsible to evaluate the impact of tt
regulations until the upcoming proposals and fieguirements are known.
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Cross-State Air Pollution Rule (CSAPR) 41 2011, the EPA issued the CSAPR to address langer transport of particulate matter (PM)
and ozone by requiring reductions in sulfur dioxj86:) and nitrogen oxide (NOx) from utilities in thestéern half of the United States. For
Xcel Energy, the rule would have applied in Minrtas@Visconsin and Texas. The CSAPR would havense¢ stringent requirements than
the proposed Clean Air Transport Rule and spedlifieeould have required plants in Texas to redumErtSO,and annual NOx

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

In August 2012, the U.S. Court of Appeals for thstfict of Columbia Circuit (D.C. Circuit) vacatede CSAPR and remanded it back to the
EPA. The D.C. Circuit stated that the EPA mustticore administering the Clean Air Interstate RWA(R) pending adoption of a valid
replacement. Although the D.C. Circuit had dera#dequests for rehearing, in June 2013, the Bupreme Court elected to review the D.C.
Circuit’'s 2012 decision to vacate the CSAPR. Ther€bas ordered the parties to file briefs in thpeal this fall and will likely issue a
decision by June 2014.

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

CAIR — In 2005, the EPA issued the CAIR to further reg@llSO, and NOx emissions. The CAIR applies to Texas\&imtonsin. The
CAIR does not apply to Minnesota.

Under the CAIR’s cap and trade structure, compara@scomply through capital investments in emissiomtrols or purchase of emission
allowances from other utilities making reductiomstbeir systems. NSP-Wisconsin purchased allowaimc2012 and plans to continue to
purchase allowances in 2013 to comply with the CAIRthe SPS region, installation of low-NOXx coration control technology was
completed in 2012 on Tolk Unit 1. SPS plans tdalhshe same combustion control technology on Tkt 2 in 2017. These installations
will reduce or eliminate SPS’ need to purchase @ussion allowances. In addition, SPS has sufftcB0, allowances to comply with the
CAIR in 2013. At June 30, 2013, the estimated ah@AIR NOx allowance cost for Xcel Energy did iatve a material impact on the
results of operations, financial position or caskvé.

Federal Clean Water Act - Effluent Limitations Gualines (ELG) —In June 2013, the EPA published a proposed ELGfaulpower plants
that use coal, natural gas, oil or nuclear materalfuel and discharge treated effluent to surfiaaters as well as utility-owned landfills that
receive coal combustion residuals (CCR). Refusekifuel, biomass and other alternatively fueledver plants are not addressed by the
proposed revisions. The proposed rule identifieis fitential regulatory options and invites comrsat those regulatory approaches. The
options differ in the number of waste streams cedgesize of the units controlled and stringencgaftrols. The EPA is also seeking comn
on the interaction between the ELG proposal angritgposed CCR rule, which is another proposedthdewould also regulate surface
impoundments that store coal combustion byprodiectsl ash) and whether to regulate coal ash agd@zsor nonhazardous waste. A final
rule is anticipated in 2014. Under the current pama rule, facilities would need to comply as saspossible after July 1, 2017 but no later
than July 1, 2022. The impact of this rule on X€ekrgy is uncertain at this time.

Regional Haze Rule— In 2005, the EPA finalized amendments to its regidraze rules, known as best available retroflinetogy

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

PSCo

In 2011, the Colorado Air Quality Control Commigsiapproved a BART state implementation plan (Stepiporating the Colorado CACJA
emission reduction plan, which will satisfy regibhaze requirements. The Colorado legislature teda& statute approving the SIP (the
Colorado SIP), which was signed into law in 208ubsequently, the Colorado Mining Association (CMAgllenged the Colorado SIP in a
Colorado District Court. In June 2012, the CMAjmpeal was dismissed. The CMA appealed this dagisibich is now pending in the
Colorado Court of Appeals.

In September 2012, the EPA granted final approf/ti® Colorado SIP, including the CACJA emissiodugtion plan for PSCo, as satisfying
BART requirements. The emission controls are etgqubto be installed between 2014 and 2017. Pegenbsts for emission controls at the
Hayden and Pawnee plants are $340.8 million . RS@ects the cost of any required capital investméhbe recoverable from customers.
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In March 2013, WildEarth Guardians petitioned th& UWCourt of Appeals for the ¥TCircuit to review the EPA’s decision approving the
Colorado SIP. WildEarth Guardians has statedithétl challenge the BART determination made foor@anche Units 1 and 2, which was a
separate determination that was not part of the IM€émission reduction plan. In comments beforeBRA, WildEarth Guardians urged tl
current emission limitations be made more stringenthat Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR) beeatito the units. PSCo has intervene
the case.

In 2010, two environmental groups petitioned th8.UDepartment of the Interior (DOI) to certify tH#t coal-fired boilers and one coal-fired
cement kiln in Colorado are contributing to visiyilproblems in Rocky Mountain National Park. Th#owing PSCo plants are named in
petition: Cherokee, Hayden, Pawnee and Valmohe groups allege that the Colorado BART rule isl@tpuate to satisfy the Clean Air Act
(CAA) mandate of ensuring reasonable further pregjtewards restoring natural visibility conditidnghe park. It is not known when the
DOI will rule on the petition.

NSFE-Minnesota

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

The EPA'’s preliminary review of the Minnesota SP2011 indicated that SCR controls should be adol&herco Units 1 and

2. Subsequently, the EPA and MPCA both determihattCSAPR meets BART requirements for purposeseMinnesota SIP. In additic
the MPCA retained its source-specific BART detemation for Sherco Units 1 and 2 from the 2009 MiroiasSIP. The EPA approved the
Minnesota SIP for electric generating units (EGlAgy also approved the source-specific emissioitslifor Sherco Units 1 and 2 as
strengthening the Minnesota SIP, but avoided chaiaing them as BART limits.

In August 2012, the National Parks Conservationo&igion, Sierra Club, Voyageurs National Park Assion, Friends of the Boundary
Waters Wilderness, Minnesota Center for Environmleftivocacy and Fresh Energy appealed the ERfAproval of the Minnesota SIP to
U.S. Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit. T@eurt denied intervention in the case to NSP-Miotesnd other regulated parties who
petitioned to intervene. In June 2013, the Cordéered this case to be held in abeyance until tise SBupreme Court decides the CSAPR

The estimated cost for meeting the BART, regioralehand other CAA requirements is approximately@8llon , of which $34 million has
already been spent on projects to reduce NOx emnissin Sherco Units 1 and 2. Xcel Energy antiefpé#tat all costs associated with BART
compliance will be fully recoverable through regalg recovery mechanisms. If the above litigatiesults in further EPA proceedings
concerning the Minnesota SIP, such proceedingsaoagider whether SCRs should be required for Shénits 1 and 2.

In addition to the regional haze rules, there @herovisibility rules related to a program callbéeé Reasonably Attributable Visibility
Impairment (RAVI) program. In 2009, the DOI ceagi that a portion of the visibility impairment Wfoyageurs and Isle Royale National
Parks is reasonably attributable to emissions i8P-Minnesota’s Sherco Units 1 and 2. The EPA&dmiired to make its own determination
as to whether Sherco Units 1 and 2 cause or coitériio RAVI and, if so, whether the level of cofgreequired by the MPCA is

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

SPS

Harrington Units 1 and 2 are potentially subjecBfRT. Texas has developed a SIP (the Texas &#¥inds the CAIR equal to BART for
EGUs. As a result, no additional controls beyo®dRCcompliance would be required. In May 2012, BfeA deferred its review of the
Texas SIP in its final rule allowing states to filait CSAPR compliance meets BART requirement&fBUs. It is not yet known how the
D.C. Circuit’s reversal of the CSAPR may impact BRA's approval of the Texas SIP.
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New Mexico GHG Regulation— In 2010, the New Mexico Environmental ImprovementRBi (EIB) adopted two regulations to limit GHG
emissions, including C@emissions from power plants and other industriatses. The EIB repealed both regulations in tret §uarter of
2012. Western Resource Advocates and New Energydeeg, Inc. filed appeals with the New Mexico ConfitAppeals to challenge each of
the EIB’s decisions to repeal the two GHG rulegeAthe appellants filed unopposed motions to disiithe court dismissed these appeals in
July 2013.

Legal Contingencies

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

Environmental Litigation

Native Village of Kivalina vs. Xcel Energy Inc. et. — In February 2008, the City and Native Villageka¥alina, Alaska, filed a lawsuit in
the U.S. District Court for the Northern Distridt@alifornia against Xcel Energy and 23 other tijlbil, gas and coal companies. Plaintiffs
claim that defendants’ emission of Gé@nd other greenhouse gases contribute to globahiwgr which is harming their village. Xcel Energy
believes the claims asserted in this lawsuit athawit merit and joined with other utility defendsuim filing a motion to dismiss in June
2008. In October 2009, the U.S. District Courttissed the lawsuit on constitutional grounds. tvé&mber 2009, plaintiffs filed a notice of
appeal to the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Ninttcdt (Ninth Circuit). In October 2012, the Nin@ircuit affirmed the U.S. District Court’s
dismissal and subsequently rejected plaintiffsuey for rehearing. In May 2013 the U.S. Supremertdenied plaintiffs’ request for
review, which brings this litigation to a closéNo accrual has been recorded for this matter.

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

Mississippi. The complaint alleges defendants’ @@issions intensified the strength of Hurricaneridatand increased the damage
plaintiffs purportedly sustained to their properflaintiffs base their claims on public and prévatiisance, trespass and negligence. Among
the defendants named in the complaint are Xceldynkrc., SPS, PSCo, NSP-Wisconsin and NSP-Minneshit@ amount of damages
claimed by plaintiffs is unknown. The defendanttidve this lawsuit is without merit and filed a tiom to dismiss the lawsuit. In March
2012, the U.S. District Court granted this motiondismissal. In April 2012, plaintiffs appealddstdecision to the U.S. Court of Appeals
the Fifth Circuit. In May 2013, the Fifth Circuaffirmed the district cours dismissal of this lawsuit. It is uncertain whetpkintiffs will seel
further review of this decision. Although Xcel Eggibelieves the likelihood of loss is remote bagpadn existing case law, it is not possible
to estimate the amount or range of reasonably Iplesisiss in the event of an adverse outcome ofrtlaiter. No accrual has been recorded
for this matter.
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Employment, Tort and Commercial Litigatio

Merricourt Wind Project Litigation— In April 2011, NSP-Minnesota terminated its agreataavith enXco Development Corporation
(enXco) for the development of a 150 MW wind projecsoutheastern North Dakota. NSP-Minnesotatssilen to terminate the agreements
was based in large part on the adverse impacptbject could have on endangered or threatenedesppimtected by federal law and the
uncertainty in cost and timing in mitigating thispact. NSP-Minnesota also terminated the agreenter to enXco’s nonperformance of
certain other conditions, including failure to dhta Certificate of Site Compatibility and the tai to close on the contracts by an agreed
upon date of March 31, 2011. NSP-Minnesota reabed®101 million deposit in the first quarter ofl2Q which was collected in April

2011. In May 2011, NSP-Minnesota filed a declasajodgment action in the U.S. District Court inMMiiesota to obtain a determination that
it acted properly in terminating the agreementsXa® also filed a separate lawsuit in the sametcsreking approximately $240 million for
an alleged breach of contract. NSP-Minnesota betienXco’s lawsuit is without merit. On Oct. 212, NSP-Minnesota filed a motion for
summary judgment. In April 2013, the U.S. Dist@urt granted NSP-Minnesota’s motion and entanddrent in its favor. On April 23,
2013 enXco filed a notice of appeal to the Eighitt@t. It is uncertain when the Eighth Circuitlindecide this appeal. Although Xcel
Energy believes the likelihood of loss is remotedshon existing case law and the U.S. District €Coépril 2013 decision, it is not possible
to estimate the amount or range of reasonably lplesisiss in the event of an adverse outcome ofrtlsiger. No accrual has been recorded
for this matter.

Exelon Wind (formerly John Deere Wind) Complaii — Several lawsuits in Texas state and federal caundsregulatory proceedings hs
arisen out of a dispute concerning SPS’ paymemtsrfergy and capacity produced from the Exelon Vginkidiaries’ projects. There are
two main areas of dispute. First, Exelon Windrokaithat it established legally enforceable oblmai(LEOS) for each of its Mind facilities
in 2005 through 2008 that require SPS to buy pdwased on SPS’ forecasted avoided cost as determmir285 through 2008. Although
SPS has refused to accept Exelon Wind's LEOs, $P&pés that it must take energy from Exelon WindarrSPS’ PUCT-approved
Qualifying Facilities (QF) Tariff. Second, Exeldviind has raised various challenges to SPS’ PUCTesgl QF Tariff, which became
effective in August 2010. The state and federablatg and regulatory proceedings are in variougestaf litigation. SPS believes the
likelihood of loss in these lawsuits and proceediisgremote based primarily on existing case lagvwahile it is not possible to estimate the
amount or range of reasonably possible loss irteat of an adverse outcome, SPS believes suckvingd not be material based upon its
belief that it would be permitted to recover suobts, if needed, through its various fuel clausetraeisms. No accrual has been recorded
for this matter.

Pacific Northwest FERC Refund Proceedir— In July 2001, the FERC ordered a preliminary hegptindetermine whether there were un
and unreasonable charges for spot market bilatatas in the Pacific Northwest for December 2000ubh June 2001. PSCo supplied
energy to the Pacific Northwest markets during ff@sod and has been a participant in the hearitg&eptember 2001, the presiding
Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) concluded that psiée the Pacific Northwest during the referencedogewere the result of a number of
factors, including the shortage of supply, excesaahd, drought and increased natural gas pricesefthese circumstances, the ALJ
concluded that the prices in the Pacific Northwaatkets were not unreasonable or unjust and nadsfshould be ordered. Subsequent to
the ruling, the FERC has allowed the parties taiestjadditional evidence. Parties have claimettiigatotal amount of transactions with
PSCo subject to refund is $34 million . In Jun@2ahe FERC issued an order terminating the paingevithout ordering further
proceedings. Certain purchasers filed appealseoFERC's orders in this proceeding with the Ni@tfcuit.

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

The FERC issued an order on remand establishingiptés for the review proceeding in October 20l September 2012, the City of
Seattle filed its direct case against PSCo and @theific Northwest sellers claiming refunds foe feriod January 2000 through June
2001. The City of Seattle indicated that for tleeigpd June 2000 through June 2001 PSCo had satles @ity of Seattle of approximatehp0
million . The City of Seattle did not identify spfic instances of unlawful market activity by PS®@woit rather based its claim for refunds on
market dysfunction in the Western markets. PS@®onitted its answering case in December 2012.
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On April 5, 2013, the FERC issued an order on réhgaf its remand order issued for the Octoberl2@Vview proceedings. The FERC
confirmed that the City of Seattle would be ablattempt to obtain refunds back from January 2600reaffirmed the transaction-specific
standard that the City of Seattle and other complais would have to comply with to obtain refuntflsaddition, the FERC rejected the
imposition of any market-wide remedies. Althoubgk FERC order on rehearing established the peoiodliich the City of Seattle could
seek refunds as January 2000 through June 2081yritlear what claim the City of Seattle has agfa#SCo prior to June 2000. In the
proceeding, The City of Seattle does not allegeifipenisconduct or tariff violations by PSCo bustead asserts generally that the rates
charged by PSCo and other sellers were excessi#&RC hearing on the issue is scheduled to beghugust 2013.

Preliminary calculations of the City of Seattlelaim for refunds from PSCo are approximately $28iom not including interest. PSCo has
concluded that a loss is reasonably possible wipect to this matter; however, given the surraumndincertainties, PSCo is currently unable
to estimate the amount or range of reasonably Iplesisiss in the event of an adverse outcome ofrtiaiger. In making this assessment, P
considered two factors. First, not withstandin@CBS view that the City of Seattle has failed tplgghe standard that the FERC has
established in this proceeding, and the recognttianthis case raises a novel issue and the FER@islard has been challenged on appeal tc
the Ninth Circuit, the outcome of such an appeahcabe predicted with any certainty. Second, P&Guald expect to make equitable
arguments against refunds even if the City of &euaitre to establish that it was overcharged famdactions. If a loss were sustained, PSCo
would attempt to recover those losses from othé?$?RNo accrual has been recorded for this matter.

Nuclear Power Operations and Waste Dispo

Nuclear Waste Disposal Litigatio— In 1998, NSP-Minnesota filed a complaint in the WC8urt of Federal Claims against the United States
requesting breach of contract damages for the Department of Energy’s (DOE) failure to begin adsepspent nuclear fuel by Jan. 31,
1998, as required by the contract between the UiStates and NSP-Minnesota. NSP-Minnesota sowgiitact damages in this lawsuit
through Dec. 31, 2004. In September 2007, thet@warded NSP-Minnesota $116.5 million in damadasAugust 2007, NSP-Minnesota
filed a second complaint; this lawsuit claimed dgesafor the period Jan. 1, 2005 through Dec. 32820

In July 2011, the United States and NSP-Minnesx¢geed a settlement agreement resolving both ligsygroviding an initial $100 million
payment from the United States to NSP-Minnesotd,poviding a method by which NSP-Minnesota camvec its spent fuel storage costs
through 2013, estimated to be an additional $10Bomi. The settlement does not address costaded fuel storage after 2013; such costs
could be the subject of future litigation. NSP-M@sota received the initial $100 million paymenfAingust 2011, the second installment of
$18.6 million in March 2012, and the third instadint of $20.7 million in October 2012. NSP-Minnesotaird claim submission, in the
amount of $42.8 million , was filed May 15, 2013 &wsts incurred in 2012. The DOE has until Sep2013 to accept or deny the claim, in
whole or in part. Amounts received from the firsttallments were subsequently credited to custgragcept for approved reductions such as
legal costs, customer credit amounts still in psscat June 30, 2013, and amounts set aside tetiect through another regulatory
mechanism.

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

received. NSP-Minnesota proposed to contributesétoend, third and fourth installments to the nacctiecommissioning fund to offset the
increase in the decommissioning accrual that welsidied in the 2012 North Dakota electric rate caBeat filing is pending NDPSC action.

7. Borrowings and Other Financing Instruments

Short-Term Borrowings

Money Pool — Xcel Energy Inc. and its utility subsidiaries hastablished a money pool arrangement that allowsHortterm investment
in and borrowings between the utility subsidiari®&SP-Wisconsin does not participate in the morayj.pXcel Energy Inc. may make

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

Three Months Ended Twelve Months Ended
(Amounts in Millions, Except Interest Rates) June 30, 2013 Dec. 31, 2012
Borrowing limit $ 2,45 % 2,45(
Amount outstanding at period end 354 602
Average amount outstanding 25k 402
Maximum amount outstanding 487 634
Weighted average interest rate, computed on a Hasgis 0.2%% 0.35%
Weighted average interest rate at period end 0.27 0.3¢

Letters of Credil — Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsidiaries use lettérsredit, generally with terms of one year , toyide financial
guarantees for certain operating obligations. ukte]30, 2013 and Dec. 31, 2012, there were $18libmand $14.2 milliorof letters of cred
outstanding, respectively, under the credit faesit All letters of credit outstanding were issueder the credit facilities at June 30, 2013
Dec. 31, 2012. The contract amounts of thesergettiecredit approximate their fair value and arbjsct to fees determined in the
marketplace.

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

At June 30, 2013, Xcel Energy Inc. and its utifitybsidiaries had the following committed creditifdes available:

(Millions of Dollars) Credit Facility @ Drawn © Available

Xcel Energy Inc. $ 800.C $ 278.C $ 522.(

PSCo 700.( 4.€ 695.4

NSP-Minnesota 500.( 36.1 463.¢

SPS 300.( 49.C 251.(

NSP-Wisconsin 150.( 2.C 148.C
Total $ 2,450.( $ 369.7 % 2,080.:

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

All credit facility bank borrowings, outstandingtiers of credit and outstanding commercial papéuce the available capacity under the
respective credit facilities. Xcel Energy Inc. atedsubsidiaries had rdirect advances on the credit facilities outstagdihJune 30, 2013 a
Dec. 31, 2012.

Long-Term Borrowings and Other Financing Instruments

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

Xcel Energy Inc.— In May 2013, Xcel Energy Inc. issued $450 millidr0o75 percent senior unsecured notes due May 1% 20

NSP-Minnesota —In May 2013, NSP-Minnesota issued $400 million @®@percent first mortgage bonds due May 15, 2023 .
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Issuances of Common Sto— In March 2013, Xcel Energy Inc. filed a prospeciupplement under which it may sell up to $400 woillbf

its common stock through an at-the-market offegnggram. As of June 30, 2013, Xcel Energy Inc.isaded 7.7 million shares of common
stock through this program and received cash posce£$223.1 million , net of $2.3 million in feaad commissions. The proceeds from the
issuances of common stock were used to repay skrontdebt, infuse equity into the utility subsidesrand for other general corporate
purposes.

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

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

The accounting guidance for fair value measuremamsdisclosures provides a single definition af falue and requires certain disclosures
about assets and liabilities measured at fair valuéierarchical framework for disclosing the ob&bility of the inputs utilized in measuring
assets and liabilities at fair value is establisbedhis guidance. The three levels in the hidra@re as follows:

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

Level 2— Pricing inputs are other than quoted prices invaatharkets, but are either directly or indirecthservable as of the
reporting date. The types of assets and liatslitieluded in Level 2 are typically either compdesto actively traded securities or
contracts, or priced with discounted cash flow ptian pricing models using highly observable inputs

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

Specific valuation methods include the following:

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

Investments in equity securities and other fL— Equity securities are valued using quoted pricesctive markets. The fair values for
commingled funds, international equity funds, ptévaquity investments and real estate investmeatsmaasured using net asset values,
which take into consideration the value of undedyfund investments, as well as the other accrasets and liabilities of a fund, in order to
determine a per-share market value. The invessrniamommingled funds and international equity inehy be redeemed for net asset value
with proper notice. Private equity investmentsuisgjapproval of the fund for any unscheduled reotéan, and such redemptions may be
approved or denied by the fund at its sole disenetiUnscheduled distributions from real estatestments may be redeemed with proper
notice; however, withdrawals from real estate itwents may be delayed or discounted as a restundfilliquidity. Based on Xcel Energy’
evaluation of its ability to redeem private equatyd real estate investments, fair value measuranfi@enprivate equity and real estate
investments have been assigned a Level 3.

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

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

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 assiya 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 volagiiton a valuation is evaluated, and may resuleirel 3 classification.
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Electric commodity derivatives held by NSP-Minneswiclude financial transmission rights (FTRs) paed from

Midcontinent Independent Transmission System Operhic. (MISO). FTRs purchased from MISO are ficial instruments that entitle or
obligate the holder to monthly revenues or chal@gs®d on transmission congestion across a givesntiasion path. The value of an FTR is
derived from, and designed to offset, the cosinefrgy congestion, which is caused by overall trassion load and other transmission
constraints. In addition to overall transmissioad, congestion is also influenced by the operaaigedules of power plants and the
consumption of electricity pertinent to a givemsmission path. Unplanned plant outages, scheghldged maintenance, changes in the
relative costs of fuels used in generation, weadineroverall changes in demand for electricity each impact the operating schedules of the
power plants on the transmission grid and the vafie FTR. NSP-Minnesota’s valuation processbRs utilizes complex iterative
modeling to predict the impacts of forecasted clearig these drivers of transmission system corgesii the historical pricing of FTR
purchases.

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

will likewise increase or decrease. Given thetédiobservability of management’s forecasts foesshof the inputs to this complex
valuation model — including expected plant opeinhedules and retail and wholesale demand, daievmeasurements for FTRs have been
assigned a Level 3. Non-trading monthly FTR set#iets are included in the fuel clause adjustment,therefore changes in the fair value of
the yet to be settled portions of FTRs are defeared regulatory asset or liability. Given thigulatory treatment and the limited magnitude
of NSP-Minnesota’s FTRs relative to its electriditytoperations, the numerous unobservable quatiti inputs to the complex model used
for valuation of FTRs are insignificant to the colidated financial statements of Xcel Energy.

Non-Derivative Instruments Fair Value Measurements

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

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

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

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

Unrealized gains for the nuclear decommissionimgifwere $169.6 million and $135.8 million at Jue 2013 and Dec. 31, 2012,

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

June 30, 2013

Fair Value
(Thousands of Dollars) Cost Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Total
Nuclear decommissioning fund®
Cash equivalents $ 32,66: $ 32,66: $ — — 3 32,66:
Commingled funds 415,19 — 414,89¢ — 414,89¢
International equity funds 66,45: — 65,60¢ — 65,60¢
Private equity investments 36,49¢ — — 45,59( 45,59(
Real estate 30,357 — — 38,14( 38,14(
Debt securities:
Government securities 56,011 — 49,70: — 49,70:
U.S. corporate bonds 131,91 — 134,57: — 134,57:
International corporate bonds 18,85¢ — 18,70: — 18,70:
Municipal bonds 190,35: — 182,22! — 182,22!
Equity securities:
Common stock 429,08t 513,33¢ — — 513,33¢
Total $ 140739 $ 546,00: $ 865,70t $ 83,73( $  1,49543i

®  Reported in nuclear decommissioning fund and dthasstments on the consolidated balance sheethvetiso includes $88.7 million of equity investmeints
unconsolidated subsidiaries and $38.8 million afaeilaneous investments.

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

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

2013 and 2012:

Gains

Recognized as Transfers Out of

(Thousands of Dollars) April 1, 2013 Purchases Settlements Regulatory Liabilities Level 3 June 30, 2013
Private equity investments $ 34,506 $ 7,29¢  $ — 3 3,78¢ % — 3 45,59(
Real estate 40,40¢ 2,03z (4,727 42~ — 38,14(
Total $ 7491: $ 9,33C $ (4,729 $ 4,211 $ — 9 83,73(
Gains (Losses)
Recognized as
Regulatory Assets and  Transfers Out of
(Thousands of Dollars) April 1, 2012 Purchases Settlements Liabilities Level 3 June 30, 2012
Private equity investments $ 20,06¢ $ 3,23 % — 3 — $ — % 23,301
Real estate 27,90t 2,271 — 2,54¢ — 32,72:
Asset-backed securities 16,541 — (9,45%) (22) — 7,06¢
Mortgage-backed securities 68,67 7,414 (9,690 (74 — 66,32:
Total $ 133,19: $ 12,92( $ (19,149 $ 245( % — 3 129,411
Gains
Recognized as Transfers Out of
(Thousands of Dollars) Jan. 1, 2013 Purchases Settlements Regulatory Liabilities Level 3@ June 30, 2013
Private equity investment: $ 33,25( $ 8,55/ $ — 3 3,78t $ — 3 45,59(
Real estate 39,07¢ 6,81¢ (9,029 1,27( — 38,14(
Asset-backed securities 2,06 — — — (2,067) —
Mortgage-backed securities 30,20¢ — — — (30,209 —
Total $ 104,600 $ 15,37: $ (9,0279) $ 505€¢ $ (32,27¢) $ 83,73(

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

Gains (Losses)
Recognized as
Regulatory Assets and  Transfers Out of

(Thousands of Dollars) Jan. 1, 2012 Purchases Settlements Liabilities Level 3 June 30, 2012
Private equity investment: $ 9,20: $ 13,39 $ — 3 71C $ — 3 23,30
Real estate 26,39¢ 3,907 (1,76€) 4,18t — 32,72:
Asset-backed securities 16,50: — (9,459 26 — 7,06¢
Mortgage-backed securities 78,66¢ 14,31¢ (26,419 (243) — 66,32:

Total $ 130,76: $ 31,61 $ (37,64) $ 4,67¢ $ — % 129,41:
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The following table summarizes the final contrattaturity dates of the debt securities in the aacldecommissioning fund, by asset class,
at June 30, 2013:

Final Contractual Maturity

Duein 1 Year Dueinlto5 Duein5to 10 Due after 10
(Thousands of Dollars) or Less Years Years Years Total
Government securities $ — 3 2,797 % 11,21: $ 35,69¢ $ 49,70:
U.S. corporate bonds 1,73¢ 39,99¢ 81,71¢ 11,12 134,57:
International corporate bonds — 3,11¢ 14,58¢ 1,00¢ 18,70:
Municipal bonds 3,79( 24,31 26,27( 127,85: 182,22!
Debt securities $ 552 $ 70,21¢ % 133,78 $ 175,67 $ 385,20:

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 ratgiity commodity prices and vehicle fuel prices.

Interest Rate Derivative— Xcel Energy enters into various instruments thégatively fix the interest payments on certain flng rate debt
obligations or effectively fix the yield or price@ specified benchmark interest rate for an gateid debt issuance for a specific
period. These derivative instruments are genedasignated as cash flow hedges for accountingoges

At June 30, 2013, accumulated other comprehensgaes related to interest rate derivatives incl@#ed million of net losses expected to be
reclassified into earnings during the next 12 merath the related hedged interest rate transadtigesct earnings, including forecasted
amounts for any unsettled hedges.

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

Commodity Derivatives —Xcel Energy enters into derivative instruments mage variability of future cash flows from changes
commodity prices in its electric and natural gasrafions, as well as for trading purposes. Thigccmclude the purchase or sale of enerc
energy-related products, natural gas to generatdriel energy, natural gas for resale and vehicé f

At June 30, 2013, Xcel Energy had various vehiatd €ontracts designated as cash flow hedges értgtitough December 2016. Xcel
Energy also enters into derivative instruments mhi¢éigate commaodity price risk on behalf of electaind natural gas customers but are not
designated as qualifying hedging transactions.n@éstin the fair value of namading commaodity derivative instruments are reedrth othe
comprehensive income or deferred as a regulat@st as liability. The classification as a regutgtasset or liability is based on commission
approved regulatory recovery mechanisms. Xceld@nercorded immaterial amounts to income relatatieédneffectiveness of cash flow
hedges for the three and six months ended Juri203@,and 2012.

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

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

The following table details the gross notional amtswf commodity forwards, options and FTRs at 3Me2013 and Dec. 31, 2012:

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

Megawatt hours (MWh) of electricity 79,27¢ 55,97¢
Million British thermal units (MMBtu) of natural ga 4,84: 72t
Gallons of vehicle fuel 582 682

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

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

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

exposures. Credit exposure is monitored and, wieerssary, the activity with a specific counterpartimited until credit enhancement is
provided.

Xcel Energy’s utility subsidiaries’ most signifidcatoncentrations of credit risk with particulariies or industries are contracts with
counterparties to their wholesale, trading and tnading commodity activities. At June 30, 2018¢efof Xcel Energy’s 10 most significant
counterpatrties for these activities, comprising.68tillion or 28 percent of this credit exposuradhnvestment grade credit ratings from
Standard & Poor’s, Moody’s or Fitch Ratings. Fofithe 10 most significant counterparties, conipgs55.6 million or 19 percent of this
credit exposure at June 30, 2013, were not ratatidse agencies, but based on Xcel Energy’s intanaysis, had credit quality consistent
with investment grade. Another of these signiftaamunterparties, comprising $7.9 million or 3 gertof this credit exposure at June 30,
2013, had credit quality less than investment gradsed on Xcel Energy’s internal analysis. Allcf@hese significant counterparties are
municipal or cooperative electric entities or othglities, and no single counterparty comprisedager than 10 percent of Xcel Eneggredi
exposure at June 30, 2013.

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

Three Months Ended June 30

(Thousands of Dollars) 2013 2012

Accumulated other comprehensive loss related tb flae hedges at April 1 $ (61,539 $ (20,165
After-tax net unrealized losses related to derxtiaccounted for as hedges (44) (35,72)
After-tax net realized losses on derivative tratisas reclassified into earnings 694 182
Accumulated other comprehensive loss related tb iaw hedges at June 30 $ (60,88 ¢ (55,710
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Six Months Ended June 30

(Thousands of Dollars) 2013 2012

Accumulated other comprehensive loss related tb flae hedges at Jan. 1 $ (61,24) $ (45,739
After-tax net unrealized losses related to demestiaccounted for as hedges (32) (10,339
After-tax net realized losses on derivative tratieas reclassified into earnings 38¢ 363
Accumulated other comprehensive loss related tb iaw hedges at June 30 $ (60,88 ¢ (55,710

The following tables detail the impact of derivatiactivity during the three and six months endetw R0, 2013 and 2012, on accumulated
other comprehensive loss, regulatory assets ahbilities, and income:

Three Months Ended June 30, 2013

Pre-Tax Fair Value Pre-Tax (Gains) Losses
Gains (Losses) Recognized Reclassified into Income
During the Period in: During the Period from:
Pre-Tax Losses
Accumulated Regulatory Accumulated Regulatory Recognized
Other (Assets) and Other Assets and During the Period in
(Thousands of Dollars) Comprehensive Loss Liabilities Comprehensive Loss (Liabilities) Income
Derivatives designated as
cash flow hedges
Interest rate $ — 3 — 3 1,162 @ § — $ —
Vehicle fuel and other
commodity (73 — @a7n ® — —
Total $ 73 $ — 3 1,14¢ $ — $ —
Other derivative
instruments
Commodity trading $ — 3 — 3 — $ — $ (49¢) ©
Electric commodity — 53,97« — (13,764 @ —
Natural gas commodity — (3,429 — — (244 @
Total $ — 50,547 $ — $ (13,769  $ (742)
Six Months Ended June 30, 2013
Pre-Tax Fair Value Pre-Tax (Gains) Losses
Gains (Losses) Recognized Reclassified into Income
During the Period in: During the Period from:
Pre-Tax Gains
Accumulated Regulatory Accumulated Regulatory (Losses) Recognized
Other (Assets) and Other Assets and During the Period in
(Thousands of Dollars) Comprehensive Loss Liabilities Comprehensive Loss (Liabilities) Income
Derivatives designated as
cash flow hedges
Interest rate $ — — 3 2,31 @ ¢ — $ —
Vehicle fuel and other
commodity (48) — (42) ® — —
Total $ 48 $ — $ 2,27( $ — $ —
Other derivative
instruments
Commodity trading $ — % — % — $ — $ 2,27¢ ©
Electric commodity — 60,39: — (28,999 @ —
Natural gas commaodity — (3,379 — 9 ® (228 @
Total $ — 3 57,01¢ $ — $ (28,98) % 2,05(
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Three Months Ended June 30, 2012

Pre-Tax Fair Value Pre-Tax (Gains) Losses
Gains (Losses) Recognized Reclassified into Income
During the Period in: During the Period from:
Pre-Tax Gains
Accumulated Regulatory Accumulated Regulatory Recognized
Other (Assets) and Other Assets and During the Period in
(Thousands of Dollars) Comprehensive Loss Liabilities Comprehensive Loss (Liabilities) Income
Derivatives designated as
cash flow hedges
Interest rate $ (58,699 $ — % 38¢ @ § — $ —
Vehicle fuel and other
commodity (19¢) — (49 ® — —
Total $ (58,89) % — $ 34C $ — $ —
Other derivative
instruments
Commaodity trading $ — % — 3 — $ — $ 1,58¢ ©
Electric commodity — 38,17« — (9,719 @ —
Natural gas commaodity — 88t — — —
Total $ = $ 39,05¢ $ = $ (9,719 $ 1,58¢
Six Months Ended June 30, 2012
Pre-Tax Fair Value Pre-Tax (Gains) Losses
Gains (Losses) Recognized Reclassified into Income
During the Period in: During the Period from:
Pre-Tax Gains
Accumulated Regulatory Accumulated Regulatory (Losses) Recognized
Other (Assets) and Other Assets and During the Period in
(Thousands of Dollars) Comprehensive Loss Liabilities Comprehensive Loss (Liabilities) Income
Derivatives designated as
cash flow hedges
Interest rate $ (16,99) $ — 3 771 @ $ — $ —
Vehicle fuel and other
commodity (17) — (10(:) (b) . .
Total $ (27,009 $ — $ 677 $ — $ —
Other derivative
instruments
Commodity trading $ — % — % — $ — $ 3,31z ©
Electric commodity — 39,75¢ — (17,68%) @ —
Natural gas commodity — (9,89¢) — 80,93¢ © (109 @
Total $ = $ 29,85¢ $ = $ 63,25+ $ 3,20:

(b)
©

()

Amounts are recorded to interest chat

Amounts are recorded to O&M expen:

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

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

Amounts for the six months ended June 30, 201 2idtedl $5.0 million of settlement losses on derivestigntered to mitigate natural gas price risk iectec generation,
recorded to electric fuel and purchased powerestilp cost-recovery mechanisms and reclassifiedrégulatory asset, as appropriate. Such losséise six months
ended June 30, 2013 were immaterial. The remasetitement losses for the six months ended Jun203@3 and 2012 relate to natural gas operatiodsenrecorded to
cost of natural gas sold and transported. Thesseoare subject to cost-recovery mechanisms aleds#ied out of income to a regulatory assegmmopriate.

Xcel Energy had no derivative instruments desighatefair value hedges during the three and sixthsoended June 30, 2013 and
2012. Therefore, no gains or losses from fair e#ddadges or related hedged transactions were rigeadlgior these periods.
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Credit Related Contingent Features —Contract provisions for derivative instruments tthegt utility subsidiaries enter, including those
recorded to the consolidated balance sheet atdhie, as well as those accounted for as normahpge-normal sale (NPNS) contracts and
therefore not reflected on the balance sheet, eauyire the posting of collateral or settlementhaf tontracts for various reasons, including if
the applicable utility subsidiary is unable to main its credit ratings. If the credit ratingsXdel Energy Inc.’s utility subsidiaries were
downgraded below investment grade, derivative imsénts reflected in a $23.3 million and $4.6 milligross liability position on the
consolidated balance sheets at June 30, 2013 amBDe2012, respectively, would have required Xxmetrgy Inc.’s utility subsidiaries to

post collateral or settle outstanding contractsiuiging other contracts subject to master nettong@@ments, which would have resulted in
payments of $3.8 million and $4.6 million at Jule 2013 and Dec. 31, 2012, respectively. At Juhe2813 and Dec. 31, 2012, there was no
collateral posted on these specific contracts.

Certain derivative instruments are also subjecbiaract provisions that contain adequate assurelnoses. These provisions allow
counterparties to seek performance assurancedingleash collateral, in the event that a givelityigubsidiary’s ability to fulfill its
contractual obligations is reasonably expectecetoripaired. Xcel Energy had no collateral postddted to adequate assurance clauses in
derivative contracts as of June 30, 2013 and Dec2@12.
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Recurring Fair Value Measurement— The following table presents for each of the failue hierarchy levels, Xcel Energy’s derivative
assets and liabilities measured at fair value metarring basis at June 30, 2013:

June 30, 2013

Fair Value
Counterparty
(Thousands of Dollars) Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Fair Value Total Netting © Total
Current derivative assets
Derivatives designated as cash flow
hedges:
Vehicle fuel and other commodity $ — 3 61 $ — 3 61 $ — 61
Other derivative instruments:
Commodity trading — 23,50¢ 2,34¢ 25,851 (8,00¢) 17,84¢
Electric commodity — — 50,10¢ 50,10¢ (2,829 47,28:
Natural gas commodity — 1,99¢ — 1,99¢ 2 1,997
Total current derivative assets $ — % 25,56¢ $ 52,45: $ 78,02: $ (10,839 67,18¢
Purchased power agreemefits 33,02¢
Current derivative instruments $ 100,21¢
Noncurrent derivative assets
Derivatives designated as cash flow
hedges:
Vehicle fuel and other commodity $ — ¢ 26 $ — ¢ 26 $ 149 ¢ 12
Other derivative instruments:
Commodity trading — 28,867 55 28,92: (3,410 25,51:
Total noncurrent derivative assets ~ $ — 3 28,89! $ 55 $ 28,94¢ $ (3,429 25,52
Purchased power agreemefits 74,78¢
Noncurrent derivative instruments $ 100,31:
Current derivative liabilities
Other derivative instruments:
Commodity trading $ — 3 15,11¢ $ 2,46¢ $ 17,58 $ (11,060 $ 6,52¢
Electric commodity — — 2,82° 2,82 (2,829 —
Natural gas commaodity — 231 — 231 2 22¢
Total current derivative liabilities $ — % 15,347 % 5291 $ 20,63¢ $ (13,88% 6,757
Purchased power agreemefits 23,14«
Current derivative instruments $ 29,89°
Noncurrent derivative liabilities
Other derivative instruments:
Commodity trading $ — 3 10,74. % — 3 10,74.  $ (3429 $ 7,31
Total noncurrent derivative liabilities $ — 3 10,74:  $ — 3 10,74:  $ (3,429 7,313
Purchased power agreemefits 215,25t
Noncurrent derivative instruments $ 222,57

® 1n 2003, as a result of implementing new guidantéhe normal purchase exception for derivative anting, Xcel Energy began recording several lomgitpurchased
power agreements at fair value due to accountiggimrements related to underlying price adjustmeAts these purchases are recovered through noemalatory recover
mechanisms in the respective jurisdictions, thengka in fair value for these contracts were offigategulatory assets and liabilities. During 2006el Energy qualified
these contracts under the normal purchase excepiagsed on this qualification, the contracts aréomger adjusted to fair value and the previousyaay value of these
contracts will be amortized over the remaining cacttlives along with the offsetting regulatoryetssand liabilities.

®  Xcel Energy nets derivative instruments and relatgthteral in its consolidated balance sheet whaaported by a legally enforceable master nettirgeament, and all
derivative instruments and related collateral ant®urere subject to master netting agreements at30n2013. The counterparty netting amounts ptedeexclude
settlement receivables and payables and non-diegvatounts that may be subject to the same masting agreements.
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The following table presents for each of the failue hierarchy levels, Xcel Energy’s derivativeeassnd liabilities measured at fair value on
a recurring basis at Dec. 31, 2012:

Dec. 31, 2012
Fair Value
Fair Value Counterparty
(Thousands of Dollars) Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Total Netting © Total
Current derivative assets
Derivatives designated as cash flow
hedges:
Vehicle fuel and other commodity $ — ¢ 9%5 $ — ¢ 95 § —  $ 95
Other derivative instruments:
Commodity trading — 26,30: 692 26,99¢ (6,675 20,32(
Electric commodity — — 16,72« 16,72« (843 15,88:
Natural gas commodity — 7 — 7 @) —
Total current derivative assets $ — 3 26,40F $ 17,41«  $ 43,82 % (7,525 36,29¢
Purchased power agreemefits 32,717
Current derivative instruments $ 69,01:
Noncurrent derivative assets
Derivatives designated as cash flow
hedges:
Vehicle fuel and other commodity $ — 3 86 $ — 3 86 $ 4n $ 3¢
Other derivative instruments:
Commodity trading — 41,28: 77 41,35¢ (4,162 37,19°
Total noncurrent derivative assets  $ — % 41,36¢ $ 77 % 41,44 % (4,209 37,23¢
Purchased power agreemefits 89,06
Noncurrent derivative instruments $ 126,29
Current derivative liabilities
Other derivative instruments:
Commodity trading $ — 3 18,62: $ 1 $ 18,62 $ 9,119 $ 9,511
Electric commodity — — 845 842 (843) —
Natural gas commodity — 98 — 98 @) 91
Total current derivative liabilities $ — % 18,72( % 844 % 19,56 $ (9,962) 9,60:
Purchased power agreemefits 22,88(
Current derivative instruments $ 32,48:
Noncurrent derivative liabilities
Other derivative instruments:
Commodity trading $ — ¢ 21,417 $ — ¢ 21,417 $ (4,210 $ 17,207
Total noncurrent derivative liabilities $ —  $ 21,417 $ — 3 21,417 $ (4,210 17,20°
Purchased power agreemefits 225,65¢
Noncurrent derivative instruments $ 242,86t

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

®  Xcel Energy nets derivative instruments and relatgtteral in its consolidated balance sheet whaported by a legally enforceable master nettgrgeanent, and all
derivative instruments and related collateral ant®urere subject to master netting agreements at¥1e2012. The counterparty netting amounts jpteseexclude
settlement receivables and payables and non-diegvatounts that may be subject to the same masténg agreements.
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The following table presents the changes in Levei®@modity derivatives for the three and six morghded June 30, 2013 and 2012:

Three Months Ended June 30

(Thousands of Dollars) 2013 2012
Balance at April 1 $ 7,642 % 5,32¢
Purchases 51,38¢ 37,29¢
Settlements (8,507%) (22,675
Net transactions recorded during the period:
Losses recognized in earnings (217 —
(Losses) gains recognized as regulatory assetbadnildies (3,090 3,84¢
Balance at June 30 $ 47,21¢  $ 33,78¢

Six Months Ended June 30

(Thousands of Dollars) 2013 2012
Balance at Jan. 1 $ 16,64¢ $ 12,417
Purchases 51,38t 37,29°
Settlements (20,957) (21,560)
Net transactions recorded during the period:
Losses recognized in earnings (279 9)
Gains recognized as regulatory liabilities 414 5,64¢
Balance at June 30 $ 47,21t $ 33,78¢

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

Xcel Energy recognizes transfers between levets #se beginning of each period. There were nostiers of amounts between levels for the
three and six months ended June 30, 2013 and 2012.

Fair Value of Long-Term Debt

As of June 30, 2013 and Dec. 31, 2012, other filmhintstruments for which the carrying amount dat aqual fair value were as follows:

June 30, 2013 Dec. 31, 2012
(Thousands of Dollars) Carrying Amount Fair Value Carrying Amount Fair Value
Long-term debt, including current portion $ 11,09851 $ 11,996,500 $ 10,402,06 $ 12,207,86

The fair value of Xcel Energy’s long-term debt stimated based on recent trades and observablkedspiom benchmark interest rates for
similar securities. The fair value estimates asell on information available to management asré 30, 2013 and Dec. 31, 2012, and g
the observability of the inputs to these estimates fair values presented for long-term debt Haen assigned a Level 2.
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9. Other Income, Ne!

Other income, net consisted of the following:

Three Months Ended June 30 Six Months Ended June 30

(Thousands of Dollars) 2013 2012 2013 2012
Interest income $ 1508 $ 881 $ 6,311 $ 6,50:
Other nonoperating income 534 1,157 1,75¢ 2,07¢
Insurance policy expense (1,409 (1,067) (3,54¢) (3,860
Other nonoperating expense (219 (249 (185) (257)
Other income, net $ 415 % 726 $ 4,33t % 4,46t

10. Segment Informatior

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

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

« Xcel Energy’s regulated electric utility segmeenerates, transmits and distributes electriaitylinnesota, Wisconsin, Michigan,
North Dakota, South Dakota, Colorado, Texas and Nexico. In addition, this segment includes sétesesale and provide
wholesale transmission service to various entitighe United States. Regulated electric utiligoancludes commodity trading
operations.

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

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

Xcel Energy had equity investments in unconsolidatgbsidiaries of $88.7 million and $91.2 millienaf June 30, 2013 and Dec. 31, 2012,
respectively, included in the regulated natural iy segment.

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

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

Regulated Natural All Reconciling
(Thousands of Dollars) Regulated Electric Gas Other Eliminations Consolidated Total
Three Months Ended June 30, 2013
Operating revenues $ 2,21987 % 341,32 $ 17,718 $ — $ 2,578,91L
Intersegment revenues 30¢ 557 — (865) —
Total revenues $ 2,220,18" $ 341,87¢ $ 17,71F  $ (865) $ 2,578,91.
Income (loss) from continuing operations $ 201,08: $ 15,96( $ (20,167 $ — 8 196,88:

38




Table of Contents

Regulated Natural All Reconciling
(Thousands of Dollars) Regulated Electric Gas Other Eliminations Consolidated Total
Three Months Ended June 30, 2012
Operating revenues $ 203682 $ 221,310 $ 16,52t $ — $ 2,274,66!
Intersegment revenues 297 21¢ — (516 —
Total revenues $ 2,037,120 $ 221,53 $ 16,52¢ $ (516€) $ 2,274,66!
Income (loss) from continuing operations $ 190,15. $ 6,19C $ (13,26¢) $ — 3 183,07
Regulated Natural All Reconciling
(Thousands of Dollars) Regulated Electric Gas Other Eliminations Consolidated Total
Six Months Ended June 30, 2013
Operating revenues $ 431207 $ 1,01091 $ 38,77: $ — $ 5,361,76
Intersegment revenues 60¢ 1,05 — (1,666 —
Total revenues $ 431268 $ 1,011,970 $ 38,77: $ (1,666) $ 5,361,76:
Income (loss) from continuing operations $ 375,19( $ 80,87( $ (22,590 $ — 8 433,47(
Regulated Natural All Reconciling
(Thousands of Dollars) Regulated Electric Gas Other Eliminations Consolidated Total
Six Months Ended June 30, 2012
Operating revenues $ 397361 $ 842,34¢ $ 36,78¢ $ — $ 4,852,74
Intersegment revenues 59¢ 71¢ — (1,317 —
Total revenues $ 397421 % 843,06t $ 36,78¢ $ (1,317 $ 4,852,74
Income (loss) from continuing operations $ 333,37 % 56,39: $ (22,920 $ — 3 366,84«

11. Earnings Per Share

Basic earnings per share (EPS) was computed bgliiivthe earnings available to Xcel Energy Incdmmon shareholders by the weighted
average number of common shares outstanding dtivingeriod. Diluted EPS was computed by dividimg ¢arnings available to Xcel
Energy Inc.’s common shareholders by the dilute@jisted average number of common shares outstamdirigg the period. Diluted EPS
reflects the potential dilution that could occusécurities or other agreements to issue commak éte., common stock equivalents), were
settled. The weighted average number of potentiillitive shares outstanding used to calculatd Koergy Inc.’s diluted EPS is calculated
based on the treasury stock method.

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

ShareBased Compensation

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

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

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

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

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

Three Months Ended June 30, 2013 Three Months Ended June 30, 2012
Per Share Per Share
(Amounts in thousands, except per share data) Income Shares Amount Income Shares Amount
Net income $ 196,85 $ 183,06!
Basic earnings per share:
Earnings available to common shareholders 196,85 497,74 % 0.4C 183,06( 487,71 $ 0.3¢
Effect of dilutive securities:
401(k) equity awards s 28¢ - 30C
Diluted earnings per share:
Earnings available to common shareholders $ 196,85 498,03t g 0.4c $ 183,06 488,01 g 0.3€
Six Months Ended June 30, 2013 Six Months Ended June 30, 2012
Per Share Per Share
(Amounts in thousands, except per share data) Income Shares Amount Income Shares Amount
Net income $ 433,42 $ 366,95
Basic earnings per share:
Earnings available to common shareholders 433,42 493,78t $ 0.8¢ 366,95: 487,53t $ 0.7%
Effect of dilutive securities:
401(k) equity awards s 517 - 46¢
Diluted earnings per share:
Earnings available to common shareholders $ 433,42 494,30 g 0.8¢ $ 366,95 488,00t ¢ 0.7t

12. Benefit Plans and Other Postretirement Benefil
Components of Net Periodic Benefit Cost

Three Months Ended June 30

2013 2012 2013 2012
Postretirement Health
(Thousands of Dollars) Pension Benefits Care Benefits
Service cost $ 2407 $ 21,85 % 1,18 $ 922
Interest cost 35,17: 39,36¢ 8,41 9,551
Expected return on plan assets (49,617 (52,077) (8,257 (7,099
Amortization of transition obligation — — 20¢€ 3,58(
Amortization of prior service cost (credit) 1,46¢ 5,26 (2,43%) (1,889
Amortization of net loss 36,03¢ 27,46 5,64¢ 4,48
Net periodic benefit cost 47,13t 41,88( 4,76( 9,55¢
Costs not recognized and additional cost recogrdeedto the effects of
regulation (7,089 (10,159 — 972
Net benefit cost recognized for financial reporting $ 40047 $ 31720 § 476C $ 10,53
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Six Months Ended June 30

2013 2012 2013 2012
Postretirement Health
(Thousands of Dollars) Pension Benefits Care Benefits
Service cost $ 48,14 $ 43,18. $ 2,36¢ % 2,102
Interest cost 70,34! 78,08¢ 16,83 18,93:
Expected return on plan assets (99,22¢) (103,549 (16,506 (14,20
Amortization of transition obligation — — 41z 7,16(
Amortization of prior service cost (credit) 2,93¢ 10,53 (4,87¢) (3,776
Amortization of net loss 72,07¢ 53,78 11,29: 8,452
Net periodic benefit cost 94,27: 82,04( 9,52( 18,66¢
Costs not recognized and additional cost recogrdeedto the effects of
regulation (14,936 (19,29) — 1,94¢
Net benefit cost recognized for financial reporting $§ 7933 $ 62,74¢ § 952( § 20,61

In January 2013, contributions of $191.5 millionrevenade across four of Xcel Energy’s pension plateel Energy does not expect
additional pension contributions during 2013.

13. Other Comprehensive Incom:

Changes in accumulated other comprehensive lossf e, for the three and six months ended Juh&313 were as follows:

Three Months Ended June 30, 2013

Unrealized Defined Benefit
Gains and Gains and Losses Pension and
Losses on Cash Flow on Marketable Postretirement
(Thousands of Dollars) Hedges Securities Items Total
Accumulated other comprehensive loss at April 1 $ (61,53) $ (135) % (51,959 $ (113,62()
Other comprehensive loss before reclassifications (44) — — (44)
Losses reclassified from net accumulated other
comprehensive loss 694 — 1,13¢ 1,82¢
Net current period other comprehensive income 65C — 1,13¢ 1,78t
Accumulated other comprehensive loss at June 30 $ (60,88) $ (139) $ (50,81) $ (111,839
Six Months Ended June 30, 2013
Unrealized Defined Benefit
Gains and Gains and Losses Pension and
Losses on Cash Flow on Marketable Postretirement
(Thousands of Dollars) Hedges Securities Items Total
Accumulated other comprehensive loss at Jan. 1 $ (61,24) $ 99 % (51,31) $ (112,659
Other comprehensive loss before reclassifications (3D (36) — (67)
Losses reclassified from net accumulated other
comprehensive loss 38¢ — 49¢€ 88t
Net current period other comprehensive income Yloss 35¢ (36) 49¢ 81¢
Accumulated other comprehensive loss at June 30 $ (60,889 $ (13%) $ (50,81) $ (111,83)
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Reclassifications from accumulated other comprekieriass for the three and six months ended Jun2@IB were as follows:

Amounts Reclassified from
Accumulated Other
Comprehensive Loss

Three Months Ended Six Months Ended June
(Thousands of Dollars) June 30, 2013 30, 2013
(Gains) losses on cash flow hedges:
Interest rate derivatives $ 1,162 @ $ 2,31 ®
Vehicle fuel derivatives @7 ® (42) ®
Total, pre-tax 1,14t 2,27(
Tax benefit (457) (1,88))
Total, net of tax 694 38¢
Defined benefit pension and postretirement losses:
Amortization of net loss 1,76¢ © 3,563¢ ©
Prior service cost 93 © 18€ ©
Transition obligation 2 0 4 0©
Total, pre-tax 1,86¢ 3,72¢
Tax benefit (729 (3,232
Total, net of tax 1,13t 49¢
Total amounts reclassified, net of tax $ 1,82¢ $ 88t

® Included in interest charg
® Included in O&M expense
© Included in the computation of net periodic pensiod post retirement benefit costs. See Note d@dtils regarding these benefit pl:

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

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

Except for the historical statements containedhis teport, the matters discussed in the followdisgussion and analysis are forward-looking
statements that are subject to certain risks, taiogies and assumptions. Such forward-lookintestents, including the 2013 full year
earnings per share guidance and assumptions,tareled to be identified in this document by thedgdianticipate,” “believe,” “estimate,”
“expect,” “i may,” “objective,” “outlook,™plan,” “project,” “possible,” “potential,” “shoultiand similar expressions. Actual results

” ” o ” o e ” o ” o ” o

intend,
may vary materially. Forward-looking statementsadponly as of the date they are made, and we donuertake any obligation to update
them to reflect changes that occur after that deeectors that could cause actual results to diffaterially include, but are not limited to:
general economic conditions, including inflatioterss monetary fluctuations and their impact on teheixpenditures and the ability of Xcel
Energy Inc. and its subsidiaries to obtain finagam favorable terms; business conditions in thergnindustry, including the risk of a slow
down in the U.S. economy or delay in growth recgyvaade, fiscal, taxation and environmental pelcin areas where Xcel Energy has a
financial interest; customer business conditiontipas of credit rating agencies; competitive fastincluding the extent and timing of the
entry of additional competition in the markets sehby Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsidiaries; unbsigather; effects of geopolitical events,
including war and acts of terrorism; state, fedaral foreign legislative and regulatory initiativtbat affect cost and investment recovery,
have an impact on rates or have an impact on apseation or ownership or impose environmental d@npe conditions; structures that
affect the speed and degree to which competitioergthe electric and natural gas markets; costotrer effects of legal and administrative
proceedings, settlements, investigations and claactons by regulatory bodies impacting our nuctggerations, including those affecting
costs, operations or the approval of requests pgrukfore the NRC; financial or regulatory accoogipolicies imposed by regulatory bodi
availability or cost of capital; employee work ferfactors; the items described under Factors AffgdResults of Continuing Operations; and
the other risk factors listed from time to timeXgel Energy Inc. in reports filed with the SEC, lumting “Risk Factors” in Item 1A of Xcel
Energy Inc.’s Form 10-K for the year ended Dec.Z&1,2, and Item 1A and Exhibit 99.01 to this QudytReport on Form 10-Q for the
guarter ended June 30, 2013.

Financial Review

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

The only common equity securities that are publichgded are common shares of Xcel Energy Inc. €draings and EPS of each subsidiary
discussed below do not represent a direct legatest in the assets and liabilities allocated thsubsidiary but rather represent a direct
interest in our assets and liabilities as a wh&ES by subsidiary is a financial measure not neizegl under GAAP that is calculated by
dividing the net income or loss attributable to ¢oatrolling interest of each subsidiary by thegteéd average fully diluted Xcel Energy Inc.
common shares outstanding for the period. Xcel@yie management uses this non-GAAP financial meaguevaluate and provide details
of earnings results. Xcel Energy’s managemenebes that this measurement is useful to investoevaluate the actual and projected
financial performance and contribution of our sdi@sies. This non-GAAP financial measure shoultreconsidered as an alternative to
Xcel Energy’s consolidated fully diluted EPS detired in accordance with GAAP as an indicator ofrafieg performance.

Results of Operations

The following table summarizes the diluted EPSXoel Energy:

Three Months Ended June 30 Six Months Ended June 30

Diluted Earnings (Loss) Per Share 2013 2012 2013 2012
PSCo $ 0.2C $ 0.2C $ 04: $ 0.3¢
NSP-Minnesota 0.1¢ 0.1z 0.37 0.2¢
SPS 0.0% 0.0¢ 0.0¢ 0.0¢
NSP-Wisconsin 0.0z 0.01 0.0¢ 0.04
Equity earnings of unconsolidated subsidiaries 0.01 0.01 0.0z 0.0z
Regulated utility — continuing operations 0.4¢ 0.41 0.9¢ 0.82
Xcel Energy Inc. and other costs (0.09 (0.09) (0.0¢) (0.07)
GAAP diluted earnings per share $ 04C $ 03¢ % 0.8t $ 0.7t
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Xcel Energy— Overall, earnings increased $0.02 per share fosd¢lsend quarter of 2013. Second quarter 2013reggnvere favorably
impacted by increased electric and natural gasimar@he increase in electric margin was mainly ttueate increases in Colorado,
Wisconsin, South Dakota and Texas, along with imteate increases, subject to refund, in Minnesoi North Dakota. Natural gas margins
were positively impacted by cooler weather compavid the second quarter of last year. These pasdrivers were partially offset by
higher O&M expenses and depreciation and amortizatieflecting our continued infrastructure investrnin our utility business.

PSCo— PSCo's earnings were flat for the second quaift@013 and increased $0.04 per share for the sitins ended June 30, 2013.
Higher electric and natural gas margins and lowtsrest charges were offset by higher depreciaimhO&M expenses. Higher margins
resulted from electric rate increases, effectiveyi2@12 and January 2013, and increased naturahgegins due to cooler weather compared
to the prior year.

NSP-Minnesota— NSP-Minnesota’s earnings increased $0.03 per shatke second quarter of 2013 and $0.08 per doatbe six months
ended June 30, 2013. Earnings were positively ingoloy the Minnesota and North Dakota interim electtes, subject to refund, an elec
rate increase in South Dakota and lower interestges. Further, natural gas margins increasedadoeoier weather which contributed
approximately $0.01 per share and $0.04 per slarthé three and six month periods, respectiveest factors were partially offset by
higher O&M expenses and depreciation.

SPS— SPS’ earnings decreased $0.01 per share for tbadegarter of 2013 and were flat for the six merghded June 30, 2013. Rate
increases in Texas, effective May 2013, did ndyfaffset higher O&M expenses, depreciation andrest charges.

NSP-Wisconsin— NSP-Wisconsin’s earnings increased $0.01 per ghatbe second quarter of 2013 and $0.02 per doatée six months
ended June 30, 2013. Higher earnings from eleatritgas rates, effective January 2013, and theteffeooler weather were partially offset
by higher depreciation and O&M expenses.

Changes in Diluted EPS

The following table summarizes significant compdsearontributing to the changes in 2013 diluted EB®pared with the same period in
2012, which are discussed in more detail later:

Three Months Six Months Ended
Diluted Earnings (Loss) Per Share Ended June 30 June 30
2012 GAAP diluted earnings per share $ 03¢ $ 0.7t
Components of change — 2013 vs. 2012
Higher electric margins 0.0z 0.1t
Higher natural gas margins 0.0¢ 0.0€
Higher Allowance for Funds Used During Constructi@girUDC) - Equity 0.01 0.0z
Lower interest charges 0.01 0.0z
Lower ETR 0.01 —
Higher taxes (other than income taxes) — (0.01)
Higher O&M expenses (0.09 (0.06)
Higher depreciation and amortization (0.02) (0.05)
Dilution from direct stock purchase plan and berafins (0.01 (0.01)
2013 GAAP diluted earnings per share $ 04C % 0.8¢
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The following tables summarize the earnings countriims of Xcel Energy’s business segments:

Three Months Ended June 30 Six Months Ended June 30
(Millions of Dollars) 2013 2012 2013 2012
GAAP income (loss) by segment
Regulated electric income $ 2011 $ 190.2 $ 3752 % 333.4
Regulated natural gas income 16.C 6.2 80.¢ 56.4
Other incomé?® 1.C 3.8 17.1 11.1
Segment income — continuing operations 218.1 200.z 473.% 400.¢
Xcel Energy Inc. and other costs (21.2) 7.3 (39.9) (34.0
Total income — continuing operations 196.¢ 183.1 433.¢ 366.¢
Income from discontinued operations — — — 0.1
Total GAAP net income $ 196.¢ $ 183.1 $ 4332 % 367.C
Three Months Ended June 30 Six Months Ended June 30
Contributions to Diluted Earnings (Loss) Per Share 2013 2012 2013 2012
GAAP earnings (loss) by segment
Regulated electric $ 041 $ 03¢ $ 0.7¢ $ 0.6¢
Regulated natural gas 0.0: 0.01 0.1¢ 0.1
Other® — 0.01 0.04 0.0z
Segment earnings per share — continuing operations 0.4¢ 0.41 0.9¢ 0.8
Xcel Energy Inc. and other costs (0.04) (0.03) (0.09) (0.0%)
Total earnings per share — continuing operations 0.4C 0.3¢ 0.8¢ 0.7t
Discontinued operations — — — —
Total GAAP earnings per diluted share $ 04C $ 03t % 08¢ $ 0.7¢

®  Not a reportable segment. Included in all othgnsent results in Note 10 to the consolidated fifsrstatement
Statement of Income Analysis

The following discussion summarizes the items #ffgticted the individual revenue and expense it@perted in the consolidated statements
of income.

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

Degree-day or Temperature-Humidity Index (THI) datased to estimate amounts of energy requiredaiotain comfortable indoor
temperature levels based on each day’s averagestatope and humidity. Heating degree-days (HDDfiésmeasure of the variation in the
weather based on the extent to which the avera@ietdmperature falls below 65° Fahrenheit, andliogodegree-days (CDD) is the measure
of the variation in the weather based on the extenthich the average daily temperature rises alb&id-ahrenheit. Each degree of
temperature above 65° Fahrenheit is counted asawiang degree-day, and each degree of temperbélog 65° Fahrenheit is counted as
one heating degree-day. In Xcel Energy’s more dwservice territories, a THI is used in place off;vhich adds a humidity factor to
CDD. HDD, CDD and THI are most likely to impacethsage of Xcel Energy’s residential and commentiatomers. Industrial customers
are less sensitive to weather.

Normal weather conditions are defined as eithefl-year or 30year average of actual historical weather conditiohhe historical period
time used in the calculation of normal weathered#fby jurisdiction based on the time period usethb regulator in establishing estimated
volumes in the rate setting process. To calculsempact of weather on demand, a demand factppsied to the weather impact on sale
defined above to derive the amount of demand assativith the weather impact.
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The percentage increase (decrease) in normal andl &DD, CDD, and THI are provided in the followitable:

Three Months Ended June 30 Six Months Ended June 30
2013 vs. 2012 vs. 2013 vs. 2013 vs. 2012 vs. 2013 vs.
Normal Normal 2012 Normal Normal 2012
HDD 22.5% (33.9)% 84.L% 7.2% (21.9% 35.€ %
CDD 52.2 79.¢ (16.7) 51.¢ 83.2 (18.0)
THI 6.€ 40.1 (28.0) 6.5 457 (30.9)

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

Three Months Ended June 30 Six Months Ended June 30
2013 vs. 2012 vs. 2013 vs. 2013 vs. 2012 vs. 2013 vs.
Normal Normal 2012 Normal Normal 2012
Retail electric $ 0.021 % 0.03: $ (0.00Y) $ 0.031 % 0.007 $ 0.02¢
Firm natural gas 0.007 (0.00¢) 0.01¢ 0.01¢ (0.029 0.04¢
Total $ 003 $ 002¢ $ 001C $ 0047 $ (002) $ 0.06¢

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

Three Months Ended June 30

Weather
Actual Normalized
Electric residential 0.1% 0.3%
Electric commercial and industrial (0.9 (0.5
Total retail electric sales (0.6) (0.2
Firm natural gas salé® 66.( 17.2
Six Months Ended June 30
Six Months Ended June 30 (Without Leap Day)
Weather Weather
Actual Normalized Actual Normalized
Electric residential 2.7% 0.1% 3.2% 0.7%
Electric commercial and industrial (0.9 (0.6) 0.1 (0.7
Total retail electric sales 0.4 (0.9 0.¢ 0.1
Firm natural gas salé® 31.:2 3.7 32.¢ 4.6

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

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

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

Three Months Ended June 30 Six Months Ended June 30

(Millions of Dollars) 2013 2012 2013 2012
Electric revenues $ 222 $ 2,037 $ 4,312 $ 3,974
Electric fuel and purchased power (1,017 (859 (1,93¢) (1,719
Electric margin $ 1,20¢ $ 1,18: $ 2,37¢  $ 2,25¢€
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The following tables summarize the components efdiianges in electric revenues and electric margin:

Electric Revenue:

Three Months Six Months

Ended June 30 Ended June 30
(Millions of Dollars) 2013 vs. 2012 2013 vs. 2012
Fuel and purchased power cost recovery $ 15 $ 20€
Retall rate increases (Minnesota interim, Coloradlisconsin, South Dakota, Texas and North Dakota
interim) @ 56 131
Transmission revenue 18 37
Firm wholesale (17) (29
PSCo earnings test refund obligation 9 9
Conservation and DSM program incentives 9 (8)
Estimated impact of weather 3 19
Other, net (12 (19

Total increase in electric revenues $ 18: $ 33¢

Electric Margin

Three Months Six Months

Ended June 30 Ended June 30
(Millions of Dollars) 2013 vs. 2012 2013 vs. 2012
Retall rate increases (Minnesota interim, Colordilsconsin, South Dakota, Texas and North Dako
interim) @ $ 56 $ 131
Transmission revenue, net of costs 10 21
PSCo earnings test refund obligation 9 9
Conservation and DSM program incentives 9 (8)
Firm wholesale (8 (13
Estimated impact of weather 3 18
Other, net (12 (22)

Total increase in electric margin $ 26 $ 11¢

@ NSF-Minnesota recognized a reserve for revenue sutjeefund of approximately $31 million and $47 lfoit, for the three and six month periods endece BBy 2013,

respectively. See Note 5 to the consolidated firdustatements for additional discussion.

Natural Gas Revenues and Margin

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

Three Months Ended June 30 Six Months Ended June 30

(Millions of Dollars) 2013 2012 2013 2012
Natural gas revenues $ 341 % 221 1,011 $ 84z
Cost of natural gas sold and transported (189 (90) (628) (508
Natural gas margin $ 15z $ 131 $ 38: $ 334
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The following tables summarize the components efdranges in natural gas revenues and natural gasmm

Natural Gas Revenue

Three Months Six Months
Ended June 30 Ended June 30
(Millions of Dollars) 2013 vs. 2012 2013 vs. 2012
Purchased natural gas adjustment clause recovery $ 10C $ 122
Estimated impact of weather 12 34
Retail sales growth 7 6
Conservation and DSM program revenues (offset ipgrses) 2 5
Other, net (§0)] 2
Total increase in natural gas revenues $ 12C  $ 16¢
Natural Gas Margin
Three Months Six Months
Ended June 30 Ended June 30
(Millions of Dollars) 2013 vs. 2012 2013 vs. 2012
Estimated impact of weather $ 12 % 34
Retall sales growth 7 6
Conservation and DSM program revenues (offset Ipgeges) 2 5
Other, net — 4
Total increase in natural gas margin $ 21 49

Non-Fuel Operating Expenses and Other ltems

O&M Expenses— O&M expenses increased $28.5 million, or 5.3 petrden the second quarter of 2013 and $47.1 millmm4.5 percent, fi
the six months ended June 30, 2013 compared wéteame periods in 2012. The following table sumnearthe changes in O&M expenses:

Three Months Six Months

Ended June 30 Ended June 30

(Millions of Dollars) 2013 vs. 2012 2013 vs. 2012
Other electric and gas distribution expenses $ 12 % 13
Nuclear plant operations and amortization 9 18
Transmission costs 5 9
NSP-Minnesota storm damage restoration 4 4
Employee benefits 2 7
Other, net 1 4
Total increase in O&M expenses $ 29§ 47

» Other electric and gas distribution expenses wenagily driven by increased maintenance activj

» Costs related to nuclear plant operations and aratidn increased mainly due to operational initied;

* Increased transmission costs were related to higiiestation maintenance expenditures and religloitists
» Storm damage restoration was due to power outage=sienced during the second quarter of 2

* Higher year-tadate employee benefits related primarily to inceelgsension expen:

Depreciation and Amortizatio— Depreciation and amortization increased $17.3 omjlor 7.6 percent, for the second quarter of 2048
$37.3 million, or 8.2 percent, for the six montinsled June 30, 2013 compared with the same perno2i3li2. The increases are primarily
attributable to normal system expansion.
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Taxes (Other Than Income Taxes} Taxes (other than income taxes) increased $2.4omilbr 2.4 percent, for the second quarter of 2013
and $10.2 million, or 5.0 percent, for the six mienénded June 30, 2013 compared with the samedpen®012. The increases are due to
higher property taxes primarily in Minnesota, Caldo and Texas. Increased property taxes in Colaeddted to the electric retail business
are being deferred based on the multi-year ratkesetnt approved by the CPUC in May 2012 with amation of the deferral beginning in
2013.

AFUDC — AFUDC increased $9.5 million for the second quaofe2013 and $18.0 million for the six months endade 30, 2013 compared
with the same periods in 2012. The increases azdaloonstruction related to the CACJA, the expansif transmission facilities and other
capital projects.

Interest Charge<— Interest charges decreased $5.1 million, or 3.4gwey for the second quarter of 2013 and $17.3anijlor 5.7 percent,
for the six months ended June 30, 2013 comparddtivit same periods in 2012. The decreases aredower interest rates, primarily rela
to refinancings, partially offset by higher longftedebt levels to fund investments in utility ogeas and the write off of $6.3 million of
unamortized debt expense related to the juniorrslihated notes called in May 2013.

Income Taxes— Income tax expense for continuing operations dee&2.9 million for the second quarter of 2013 parad with the same
period in 2012. The decrease in income tax expemseprimarily due to increased plant-related adjesits. The ETR for continuing
operations was 33.4 percent for the second quafr@013 compared with 35.7 percent for the sammg@én 2012. The lower ETR for 2013
was primarily due to a tax benefit for a carrybeglated to 2013 and increased permanent planeckkdjustments in 2013.

Income tax expense for continuing operations irsgd#40.0 million for the first six months of 20d@mpared with the same period in 2012.
The increase in income tax expense was primarigytdinigher pretax earnings. The ETR for continwipgrations was 33.4 percent for the
six months ended June 30, 2013 compared with 3&d&ept for the same period in 2012. The lower EGiRRD12 was primarily due to a
discrete tax benefit of approximately $15 milliar & carryback in 2012, partially offset by a tanéfit for a carryback claim related to 2013
and increased permanent plant-related adjustme2313.

Public Utility Regulation
NSP-Minnesota

NSP-Minnesota — Minnesota Resource Plar In March 2013, the MPUC approved NSP-Minnesa28$1-2025 Resource Plan. The
MPUC ordered that a competitive acquisition prodessonducted with the goal of adding approxima®b€l9 MW of generation to the NSP
System between 2017 and 2019. In February 201B;MBnesota also issued a Request for Proposal)(RiFRp to 200 MW of wind
generation, to the extent that cost effective opmities can be identified. Proposals for both RFRy be for purchase power agreements
(PPA), self-build or contracts with a build-owndgstransfer option. Bid proposals in responséhtottivo RFPs were received in April 2013.

The competitive acquisition schedule is expectelketas follows:

» Continued evaluation of generation bids throaghtested case process managed by ALJ — Augctstber 201
e ALJ will report to the MPUC which project shoute selected Becember 201
* MPUC to make a final ruling — Februakarch 201

On July 16, 2013, NSP-Minnesota filed a petitiottmthe MPUC seeking approval of three 200 MW wiederation projects. NSP-
Minnesota requested approval by October 2013. Hatgmojects are as follows:

* Odellis a 200 MW wind farm located near Mounthake, Minn. This is a 20-year PPA with GeronimeeE)y. The project is
expected to be operational in late 2015.

» Courtenay is a 200 MW wind farm located neare&stown, N.D. This is a 20-year PPA with Geronimefgy. The project is
expected to operational by September 2015.

* Pleasant Valley is a 200 MW wind farm to be kecanear Austin, Minn. It will be developed and stacted by RES Americas, who
will transfer ownership to NSP-Minnesota upon cangion completion. Pleasant Valley is expectedferational by October 2015.

* In addition, NSP-Minnesota has been in discussigith RES Americas regarding an additional 150 k\ild-ownership project.
This may be brought to the MPUC and the NDPSC jrase petitions, depending on transmission coBishawill be determined
MISO.
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CapX2020 Transmission Expansios- In 2009, the MPUC approved separate Certificatdedd (CON) applications to construct one 230
kilovolt (kV) electric transmission line and thr845 kV electric transmission lines as part of tlegX2020 project. The estimated cost of the
four transmission projects is $1.9 billion. NSPrKésota and NSP-Wisconsin are responsible for appately $1.1 billion of the total

cost. The remainder of the costs will be bornether utilities in the upper Midwest. These cagineates will be updated as the projects
progress.

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

In May 2012, the MPUC issued a route permit forMirnesota portion of the project and the PSCW apgd a certificate of public
convenience and necessity (CPCN) for the Wiscaopeition of the project. Federal approval of thejgct was granted in January 2013. -~
parties filed an appeal with the Minnesota CourAppeals against the MPUC's route permit decis#rg the Court of Appeals issued an
order on June 10, 2013, upholding the MPUC's deiteation. One party has requested Minnesota Supfemuet review of the MPUG ' route
permit decision, citing similar arguments to thpsesented unsuccessfully to the Court of AppeatsJ@y 3, 2013, the FERC denied a
complaint filed by two citizen groups in March 204§ainst the project. Construction on the projetead in Minnesota in January 2013 and
the project is expected to go into service in 2015.

Minnesota Solar Legislatio— In May 2013, Minnesota’ Governor signed into law legislation requiringtth.5 percent, of which at least
percent must be rooftop, of a public utility’s tioédectric retail sales to retail customers be gategl using solar energy by 2020. The
legislation also authorized two new solar prograaspmmunity solar garden program that must hawinanum of five subscribers and a
new solar energy program that authorizes the spgrafifive million dollars over five years to imphent a solar energy production incentive
payment for solar energy systems equal to or less 20 kilowatts. Both programs require approvalteyMPUC. Xcel Energy is currently
assessing the impact of this legislation.

Minnesota Multi-Year Plan —In June 2013, the MPUC issued guidelines to alltiities within its jurisdiction to file multi-yearate plans.
Under a multi-year rate plan, utilities would bgu&ed to show clearly identified capital projeatsd non-capital costs for which it sought
recovery over a period no longer than three yé&8-Minnesota would file fixed rates over the périwith one ROE applying throughout
the plan. A multi-year plan request would be fileithin the context of a general rate case.

Annual Automatic Adjustment (AAA) of Charge— As part of the 2012 AAA dockets in June 2013, tl@M@included a fuel clause incent
proposal that would normalize Fuel Clause AdjustnE@A) recovery using monthly patterns derivedrraverages of the prior three year
period, setting and fixing this level during a ragse with no adjustment between rate cases. \Wilenay set a limitation of monthly FCA
costs, it would be largely based on costs NSP-Mintsedoes not control, such as the price of fuelrant recognize new events or changed
circumstances which would dilute the impact of thesents and circumstances until three or moresyiesat passed. NSP-Minnesota’s reply
comments are expected to be filed in August 2013.

Minneapolis, Minn. Franchise Agreemer— On June 28, 2013, two measures were authorizeddebylinneapolis City Council. The first
measure allowed for public hearings to be heldndigg the establishment of a municipal electric aatural gas utility. These hearings were
held on Aug. 1, 2013. The Minneapolis City Coumnab until Aug. 16, 2013 to vote on placing a measurthe November 2013 ballot to
further pursue forming a municipal utility. The ead measure authorized a $250,000 study that wplloee the various paths the City of
Minneapolis could take to achieve its energy gaalduding examination of potential utility partsips, changes to how the City of
Minneapolis uses energy utility franchise fees dmedpotential for municipalization of one or botieegy utilities. Any potential
municipalization of the public utilities would reigel a vote of the Minneapolis City Council to autize the city to establish a municipal
utility, and a subsequent special election to obtater ratification of the council action.

Should Minneapolis attempt to condemn Xcel Enesgylities, Xcel Energy would seek to obtain fulhepensation for the property and
business taken by Minneapolis and for all damagsslting to Xcel Energy and its system. Xcel Enexgyld also seek appropriate
compensation for stranded costs with the FERC.

Nuclear Power Operations

NSF-Minnesota owns two nuclear generating plantsMbaticello plant and the Prairie Island plant. S&se 14 of Xcel Energy Inc.’s
Annual Report on Form 10-K for the year ended [3d¢.2012 for further discussion regarding the narctgenerating plants.
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NRC Regulation— The NRC regulates the nuclear operations of NSfbtota. Decisions by the NRC can significantipact the
operations of the nuclear generating plants. Meatat the nuclear generating plant in Fukushirapan in 2011 could impact the NRC's
deliberations on NSP-Minnesota’s Monticello powprate request and could also result in additioeglilation, which could require
additional capital expenditures or operating expensThe NRC has created an internal task foraéhisadeveloped recommendations on
whether it should require immediate emergency pegpreess and mitigating enhancements at U.S. reaatal any changes to NRC
regulations, inspection procedures and licensinggsses. In July 2011, the task force releaseddtsnmendations in a written report which
recommends actions to enhance U.S. nuclear gemgi@ltint readiness to safely manage severe events.

In March 2012, the NRC issued three orders andja@es for additional information to all licensed&he orders included requirements for
mitigation strategies for beyond-design-basis exteevents, requirements with regard to reliabensfuel instrumentation and requirements
with regard to reliable hardened containment vemltsch are applicable to boiling water reactor @mtnents at the Monticello plant. The
request for additional information included requients to perform walkdowns of seismic and floodgetion, to evaluate seismic and flood
hazards and to assess the emergency preparedaffisg sthd communications capabilities at eachpl&8ased on current refueling outage
plans specific to each nuclear facility, the datethe required compliance to meet the orders jeeted to begin in the second quarter of 2
with all units expected to be fully compliant by denber 2016.

In June 2013, the NRC issued a revised order wigand to reliable hardened containment vents thgrseded the March 2012 order. The
revised order added severe accident conditionsrumldlieh the existing hardened vent which comeobthe wet portion of the containment
needs to operate and requires a second hardenedfisehthe dry portion of the containment. Theised order requires that any necessary
changes to the existing vent are to be completettidogecond quarter of 2017 refueling outage aMbeticello plant and a new vent to be
added by the second quarter of 2019 refueling @utagrtions of the work that fall under the reqsiést additional information are expected
to be completed by 2018.

NSF-Minnesota expects that complying with these requénets will cost approximately $40 to $60 milliortla¢ Monticello and Prairie Islai
plants. NSP-Minnesota believes the costs assoamtedompliance for both the March 2012 and Jub&3Xorders would be recoverable
from customers through regulatory mechanisms aed dot expect a material impact on its resultspefations, financial position, or cash
flows.

Nuclear Plant Power Uprates

Monticello Nuclear Plant EPU— In 2008, NSP-Minnesota filed for both state andefatiapprovals of an EPU of approximately 71 MW for
NSF-Minnesota’s Monticello nuclear generating plarte TMPUC approved the CON for the EPU in 2008. TRECNtaff has placed the
license amendment filing on hold to address corscaised by the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safedp related to containment pres:
associated with pump performance. In September,208P-Minnesota made a supplemental filing to tlR&CNo address the containment
accident pressure concern. NSP-Minnesota compietglé mentation of the equipment changes neededppast the Monticello 20-year life
extension and EPU projects during the pls2013 refueling outage, which concluded when thetggommenced operations on July 19, 2
However, the plant will not be permitted to operatt¢he higher uprate capacity levels without NR@raval. NSP-Minnesota expects to
receive approval of the EPU license by the NRQingecond half of 2013. The method and timing &f racovery of the costs associated
with the Monticello life extension and EPU constio projects is included as part of the 2013 elecate case. Ultimately, the project costs
will be subject to a prudence review by the MPU@ax of the 2014 electric rate case, currentiypéal to be filed in the fall 2013.

The EPU project was completed concurrently with &ifcle management (LCM) work at Monticello to sogphe 20-year extension of the
operating license for the plant. A preliminary tcestimate provided to the MPUC in 2008 as pathefEPU CON filing was $320 million,
including both LCM and EPU work. The total constian budget estimate for the LCM/EPU project o8%5nillion (determined in late

2011) was included in the 2013 Minnesota electte case filing and revised during the case to $6dlidn. Final costs of the project after
completion of the 2013 outage are now projectdaetapproximately $650 million, depending on theultssof ongoing vendor cost
negotiations. The primary reasons for the incréasst estimates of Monticello’'s LCM/EPU projectliude (a) outside events have affected
the NRCS5 schedule and requirements, adding time and @adlsetproject; (b) our original estimate was basegreliminary engineering an
conceptual framework before any detailed work @ty were scoped; and (c) we discovered additiammak was necessary once our planned
work entered the construction phase during the 2012013 outages.
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PSCo

Colorado 2011 Electric Resource Plan (ERP), 2013-8burce Solicitation and Renewable Energy Stand4RES) Plan— In January
2013, the CPUC approved with modifications the 2BRP. Consistent with the ERP, in March 2013, PBSoed an AllSource RFP for 25
MW by the end of 2018. Proposals for the All-SouRteP may be for purchase power agreements, sétf-bucontracts with a build-
ownership transfer option. PSCo also issued a atpatind RFP for purchase power agreements ontiypRBiposals in response to the Wind
RFP were received in April 2013. The CPUC recomreertiat PSCo include 548 MW of wind in its resoyvoetfolios for modeling
purposes. The CPUC approved the inclusion of thst leost wind bid in portfolios for modeling purpesand sought additional information
regarding the wind bids in the September All-Sowrealuation assessment before approving any aidhaisitions. In July 2013, the 2014
RES plan was filed.

Next steps in the 2013 ~Source RFP schedule are expected to be as follows:

* Delivery of the All-Source evaluation assessmepbrt to CPUC -September 20!
» CPUC evaluation and regulatory approval of wiraded generation proposal®etober 201
» CPUC evaluation and regulatory approval of Adu&e generation proposalecember 201

Boulder, Colo. Franchise Agreemei— In November 2011, two ballot measures were pasgéeledicitizens of Boulder. The first measure
increased the occupation tax to raise an additi®h& million annually for funding the exploratiensts of forming a municipal utility and
acquiring the PSCo electric distribution systerBgulder. The second measure authorized the foomathd operation of a municipal light
and power utility and the issuance of enterprisemee bonds, subject to certain restrictions, wiclg the level of initial rates and debt sen
coverage.

Boulder Staff have performed a feasibility studynoeuanicipalization and in July 2013, recommended Bwulder create its own electric
utility. A Task Force of Boulder citizens met wi#gCo and City representatives from April througly dimd recommended continued
discussions between Boulder and Xcel Energy. Bold@aithorization of any condemnation action reggiitwo readings (i.e., votes) by the
City Council. On July 24, 2013, the City Council finst reading voted in favor of an ordinance auitting the acquisition of the PSCo
transmission and distribution system in and nearid@. The second, and final, vote is scheduled\fay. 6, 2013.

Boulder's feasibility study assumes that Boulder will acguhrough condemnation PSCo facilities (and custsrourrently served from the
PSCo facilities) that are located outside Bouldert®rporated limits. PSCo has petitioned the CRo@ declaratory ruling that Boulder
cannot serve PSCo’s customers outside Bouldegdimiits without obtaining a CPCN from the CPUCatlthe CPUC can only grant one
CPCN per area and that the CPUC has already issu8Co a CPCN for this area. The CPUC has seéfingr schedule for this petition.

Boulder filed a petition with the FERC for a deelfry ruling that if Boulder enters into a partiatjuirements wholesale contract with PSCo,
no stranded costs associated with the MW supplie@iuthe partial requirements contract would bedlyeBoulder. Both PSCo and the
CPUC filed pleadings in opposition to Boulder'suest. In July 2013, the FERC denied Boulder’s joetjtwithout prejudice.

Consistent with our approach to condemnation astwinere PSCo is the condemnee, should Boulder pittencondemn PSCo facilities,
PSCo would seek to obtain full compensation forgiaperty and, in this case, the business takdBdoyder as well as for all damages
resulting to PSCo and its system. PSCo would ask appropriate compensation for stranded coststivét FERC.

SPS

Texas Tax Legislation —Texas has enacted a change in law that eliminlagesge of a Consolidated Tax Savings AdjustmenS@)Tin
electric utility rate cases. The revised law taéffsct Sept. 1, 2013 and applies to rate cased dih or after that date. Under the settlement
agreement approved by the PUCT in SPS’ recentlgladed rate case, the earliest SPS is allowedetdt$i next base rate case is January
2014. The new law eliminating the use of a CTSA apply to that rate case. SPS does not expéctiave a material impact on the resuli
operations, financial position or cash flows.

PPA Approvals— On July 10, 2013, SPS filed with the NMPRC for authation to enter into three PPAs for approxima#0 MW of winc
power. These contracts were entered into by SP&cfamomic purposes, not to meet the state mandategvable energy portfolios. Pending
regulatory approval, these PPAs are estimatedawighe cost savings to customers. A decision is etguefrom the NMPRC in fourth quarter
2013.
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Summary of Recent Federal Regulatory Developments

The FERC has jurisdiction over rates for electamsmission service in interstate commerce andrigi# sold at wholesale, hydro facility
licensing, natural gas transportation, accountiragtices and certain other activities of Xcel Epdrge.’s utility subsidiaries, including
enforcement of North American Electric Reliabil®prporation mandatory electric reliability standardbtate and local agencies have
jurisdiction over many of Xcel Energy Ir's utility subsidiaries’ activities, including reation of retail rates and environmental matte3se
additional discussion in the summary of recent feldegulatory developments and public utility riegion sections of the Xcel Energy Inc.
Annual Report on Form 10-K for the year ended [34¢.2012. In addition to the matters discussedvibetee Note 5 to the consolidated
financial statements for a discussion of other lagguy matters.

MISO Transmission Pricing— The MISO Tariff presently provides for differestocation methods for the costs of new transmissio
investments depending on whether the project iagmily local or regional in nature. If a projeatalifies as a multi-value project (MVP), the
costs would be fully allocated to all loads in MEO region. MVP eligibility is generally obtainddr higher voltage (345 kV and higher)
projects considered part of a portfolio of projeetpected to serve multiple purposes, such as wegreeliability, reduced congestion,
transmission for renewable energy, and load servibgrtain parties appealed the FERC MVP tarifeosdo the U.S. Court of Appeals for
Seventh Circuit. On June 7, 2013, the Court ofegip for the Seventh Circuit upheld the FERC MM#ftarders allocating MVP project
costs regionally, but remanded the FERC decisiorot@pply the regional charge to transmissioniservansactions crossing into the PJM
Interconnection, LLC Regional Transmission Orgatiiga(RTO). The NSP System has certain new trarsamdacilities for which other
customers in MISO contribute to cost recovery. elise, the NSP System also pays a share of the @bptojects constructed by other
transmission owning entities. The transmissioenexes received by the NSP System from MISO, anttdimsmission charges paid to MI<
associated with projects subject to regional clistation could be significant in future periods.

FERC Order 1000, Transmission Planning and Cost édhtion (Order 1000}— The FERC issued Order 1000 adopting new requinésne
for transmission planning, cost allocation and dgwaent to be effective prospectively. In Orde®Q0the FERC required utilities to deve
tariffs that provide for joint transmission plangiand cost allocation for all FERC-jurisdictiondilities within a region. In addition, Order
1000 required that regions coordinate to develtgriagional plans for transmission planning and atiscation. A key provision of Order
1000 is a requirement that FERC-jurisdictional véisalle transmission tariffs exclude provisions thatld grant the incumbent transmission
owner a federal Right of First Refusal (ROFR) tdduertain types of transmission projects in gsvice area. Various parties have appealed
Order 1000 final rules to the D.C. Circuit CourtAggpeals. NSP-Minnesota and NSP-Wisconsin aregiaating in the appeals in
coordination with other MISO transmission ownerd atilities who oppose certain aspects of the rutesuding the ROFR prohibition.

Initial briefs by parties challenging the final eslwere filed May 28, 2013. The FERC is expectesitimit its responsive brief in September
2013. Oral arguments have not yet been schedulelCburt is unlikely to rule before 2014.

The removal of a federal ROFR will eliminate rigthat NSP-Minnesota, NSP-Wisconsin, and SPS cuyrbave under the MISO and
Southwest Power Pool, Inc. (SPP) tariffs to buitghtmission within their footprints. Rather, tHeREC required that opportunity to build st
projects would extend to competitive transmissiemedopers. Compliance with Order 1000 for NSP-M#gwta and NSP-Wisconsin will
occur through changes to the MISO tariff while cdiamce for SPS will occur through the SPP tar®SCo is not in an RTO and therefore is
responsible for making its own Order 1000 compl@fiing. MISO, SPP, and PSCo all made their atiiompliance filings to incorporate
new provisions into their tariffs regarding regibpknning and cost allocation. The FERC has roledhe compliance filings for MISO and
PSCo, directing further changes to fully addressréyuirements of Order 1000. The FER@Iling on the SPP compliance was issued on
18, 2013 as discussed below. The due date fouttieet compliance filing to address PSCo and Weast€ot's regional planning and cost
allocation requirements has been extended to 8@p2013. In addition, SPP and MISO have receiveexension of the deadline for filing
their interregional planning and cost allocationesggnent with the Midcontinent Area Power Pool (MARMRich will likely delay that filing
until late third quarter of 2013. Filings to addsrédISO and SPP interregional planning and costatlon requirements with other regions
were made on July 10, 2013.

In 2012, Minnesota enacted legislation that preseROFR rights for Minnesota utilities at the statel. This legislation is similar to
legislation previously passed in North Dakota andtB Dakota. Wisconsin has not developed sucklegn. The FERC's initial order on
MISO’s compliance filing to address the regionajugements of Order 1000 required MISO to remowappsed tariff provisions that would
have recognized state ROFR rights and allowed stgidators to select the developer of a transonigsioject and Xcel Energy has reque!
rehearing of this issue. The rehearing requestigling the FERC'’s action.

53




Table of Contents

Colorado does not have legislation protecting R@ERts for incumbent utilities. PSCo submitteddtsnpliance filing to address the
regional planning and cost allocation requirementSrder 1000, proposing that PSCo would join thesi®Connect region, a consortium of
utilities in the Western Interconnection. In Ma@dil3, the FERC issued its initial order on PS@oipliance filing and required a number
of changes, including the requirement that costcalion for new projects identified through thenpiang process be binding upon all
participants in the planning process. This requést poses a challenge because WestConnect is isethpf a number of utilities that are
subject to FERC jurisdiction and are unwilling @riicipate in a regional planning or cost allocatpgrocess if they do not have the ultimate
authority to decline to help fund a project ideetifthrough the regional process. On April 22,2@SCo and other WestConnect members
requested rehearing on various aspects of the M2It8 order, including the requirement that cdsication be binding. The WestConnect
members filed the interregional compliance filingay 10, 2013.

The FERC issued its initial order on SPP’s Ordérdl@ompliance filing on July 18, 2013. In the otdbe FERC identified several areas that
will require a further compliance filing by SPPaddress regional compliance issues identified bByRERC. Among other things, the FERC
rejected SPP’s proposal to retain a ROFR for nansmission projects with operational voltages betwk00 kV and 300 kV. It is expected
that SPP and other parties will request rehearirmpime aspects of the FERC's order; requests faraigng are due Aug. 19, 2013. The
further SPP compliance filing is due Nov. 15, 2008th respect to ROFR rights of incumbent utiliti¥sel Energy believes that Texas
statutes protect the right of incumbent utilitigemating outside of the Electric Reliability Courafi Texas to construct and own transmission
interconnected to their systems, though this viedisputed by some parties. The State of New Meddaes not have legislation protecting
ROFR rights for incumbent utilities.

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

Preparation of the consolidated financial statemant related disclosures in compliance with GAA&duires the application of accounting
rules and guidance, as well as the use of estimdtes application of these policies involves judgnts regarding future events, including the
likelihood of success of particular projects, legatl regulatory challenges and anticipated recovkepsts. These judgments could
materially impact the consolidated financial stag@ts and disclosures, based on varying assumptlareddition, the financial and operating
environment also may have a significant effectr@ndperation of the business and on the resultstezbeven if the nature of the accounting
policies applied have not changed. Item-Management’s Discussion and Analysis, in Xcel Epéng.’'s Annual Report on Form 10-K for
the year ended Dec. 31, 2012, includes a discusgiaocounting policies and estimates that are sigsificant to the portrayal of Xcel
Energy’s financial condition and results, and tleafuire management’s most difficult, subjectiveomplex judgments. Each of these has a
higher likelihood of resulting in materially diffent reported amounts under different conditionssing different assumptions. As of June
2013, there have been no material changes to eslsgt forth in Xcel Energy Inc.’s Annual ReportFmrm 10-K for the year ended Dec. 31,
2012.

Pending Accounting Changes

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

Derivatives, Risk Management and Market Risk

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

Xcel Energy is exposed to the impact of adversegbs in price for energy and energy-related pragudtich is partially mitigated by the
use of commodity derivatives. In addition to ongpmonitoring and maintaining credit policies irded to minimize overall credit risk, wh
necessary, management takes steps to mitigate @hangredit and concentration risks associatel igtderivatives and other contracts,
including parental guarantees and requests oftecdia While Xcel Energy expects that the couraerps will perform under the contracts
underlying its derivatives, the contracts exposelkmergy to some credit and nonperformance risk.
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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 tligk to the extent it impacts those counterpartiestress 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 natuyas
operations. Commodity price risk is managed bgemg into long- and short-term physical purchase sales contracts for electric capacity,
energy and energy-related products and for vafieels used in generation and distribution actigiti€ommodity price risk is also managed
through the use of financial derivative instrumentgel Energy’s risk management policy allowitanage commodity price risk within
each rate-regulated operation to the extent supbsexe exists.

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

At June 30, 2013, the fair values by source forcoetmodity trading contract assets were as follows:

Futures / Forwards

Maturity Total Futures/
Source of Fair Maturity Maturity 1 to 3 Maturity 4 to 5 Greater Than 5 Forwards Fair
(Thousands of Dollars) Value Less Than 1 Yeal Years Years Years Value
NSP-Minnesota 1 $ 7,91¢ % 16,08: $ 1,39¢ $ 64 $ 26,04
NSP-Minnesota 2 (38%) — — — (38%)
PSCo 1 474 — — — 474
$ 8,007 $ 16,08¢ $ 1,39¢ $ 64: $ 26,13:
Options
Maturity Total Futures/
Source of Fair Maturity Maturity 1 to 3 Maturity 4 to 5 Greater Than 5 Forwards Fair
(Thousands of Dollars) Value Less Than 1 Yeal Years Years Years Value
NSP-Minnesota 2 9 26€  $ 55 % — $ — 8 321

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

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

Six Months Ended June 30

(Thousands of Dollars) 2013 2012

Fair value of commodity trading net contract assetstanding at Jan. 1 $ 28,31 $ 20,42
Contracts realized or settled during the period (3,869 (6,070
Commodity trading contract additions and changesduweriod 2,00z 6,89¢
Fair value of commaodity trading net contract assetstanding at June 30 $ 26,45 $ 21,25¢

At June 30, 2013, a 10 percent increase in mari@dpfor commaodity trading contracts would inceegsetax income from continuing
operations by approximately $1.2 million, whered®aercent decrease would decrease pretax inammecbntinuing operations by
approximately $1.2 million. At June 30, 2012, apEbcent increase or decrease in market pricefonwdity trading contracts would have
an immaterial impact on pretax income from contigubperations.
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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 tratieas that are not recorded at fair value,
using an industry standard methodology known asi&/at Risk (VaR). VaR expresses the potential gaam fair 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 Month Ended

(Millions of Dollars) June 30 VaR Limit Average High Low
2013 $ 04: $ 3.0 $ 0.7¢C $ 147 $ 0.21
2012 0.4¢ 3.0C 0.4z 1.5¢ 0.1t

Interest Rate Risk— Xcel Energy is subject to the risk of fluctuatiimgerest rates in the normal course of busines®l Energy’s risk
management policy allows interest rate risk to lamaged through the use of fixed rate debt, floattg debt and interest rate derivatives
such as swaps, caps, collars and put or call option

At June 30, 2013 and 2012, a 100-basis-point chamtiee benchmark rate on Xcel Energy’s variabte deebt would impact pretax interest
expense annually by approximately $4.4 million &d3 million, respectively. See Note 8 to the abidated financial statements for a
discussion of Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsidiaiiggrest rate derivatives.

Credit Risk —Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsidiaries are also sggddo credit risk. Credit risk relates to thé& 0§ loss resulting from
counterparties’ nonperformance on their contraabbdibations. Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsidiameaintain credit policies intended to
minimize overall credit risk and actively monittvese policies to reflect changes and scope of tipesa

At June 30, 2013, a 10 percent increase in commedites would have resulted in a decrease in tesgiosure of $5.2 million, while a
decrease in prices of 10 percent would have rasuitan increase in credit exposure of $13.7 mmlliéd\t June 30, 2012, a 10 percent increase
in commodity prices would have resulted in a desedn credit exposure of $6.4 million, while a dexge in prices of 10 percent would have
resulted in an increase in credit exposure of $8lHon.

Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsidiaries conduct stathatredit reviews for all counterparties. XcekEgy employs additional credit risk control
mechanisms when appropriate, such as letters ditcparental guarantees, standardized mastengettjreements and termination provisi
that allow for offsetting of positive and negat®posures. Credit exposure is monitored and, wieesssary, the activity with a specific
counterparty is limited until credit enhancemerrgvided. Distress in the financial markets canlttease Xcel Energy’s credit risk.

Fair Value Measurements

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

Commodity Derivatives— Xcel Energy continuously monitors the creditwardss of the counterparties to its commodity deiveacontracts
and assesses each counterparty’s ability to perforthe transactions set forth in the contracteGthis assessment and the typically short
duration of these contracts, the impact of discogntommaodity derivative assets for counterpargddrrisk was not material to the fair value
of commaodity derivative assets at June 30, 2018jugtments to fair value for credit risk of commigdirading instruments are recorded in
electric revenues. Credit risk adjustments foeottommaodity derivative instruments are deferre@@&$ or regulatory assets and

liabilities. The classification as a regulatorgetsor liability is based on commission approveglitatory recovery mechanisms. Xcel Energy
also assesses the impact of its own credit risknvdegermining the fair value of commodity derivatiabilities. The impact of discounting
commodity derivative liabilities for credit risk wammaterial to the fair value of commodity derivatliabilities at June 30, 2013.

Commodity derivative assets and liabilities assigtoelevel 3 typically consist of FTRs, as wellfasvards and options that are long-term in

nature. Level 3 commodity derivative assets aaltilities represent 3.3 percent and 37.6 percetttaf assets and liabilities, respectively,
measured at fair value at June 30, 2013.
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Determining the fair value of FTRs requires numsrmanagement forecasts that vary in observahitiiuding various forward commodity
prices, retail and wholesale demand, generatiorresdting transmission system congestion. Gitenlimited observability of
management’s forecasts for several of these infhase instruments have been assigned a Levet®l B commodity derivatives assets and
liabilities included $52.5 million and $5.3 milliasf estimated fair values, respectively, for FTR&at June 30, 2013.

Determining the fair value of certain commodityviards and options can require management to makefusibjective price and volatility

forecasts which extend to periods beyond thosdlyealoservable on active exchanges or quoted bkdyreo When less observable forward
price and volatility forecasts are significant gtefmining the value of commodity forwards and opsi these instruments are assigned to
Level 3. Level 3 commodity derivative assets aalilities included an immaterial amount for fonglarand options held at June 30, 2013.

Nuclear Decommissioning Fun— Nuclear decommissioning fund assets assigne@vell3 consist of private equity investments arad re
estate investments. Based on an evaluation of MBResota’s ability to redeem private equity invashts and real estate investment funds
measured at net asset value, estimated fair vidudisese investments totaling $83.7 million in theclear decommissioning fund at June 30,
2013 (approximately 5.3 percent of total assetssoreal at fair value) are assigned to Level 3. iRedland unrealized gains and losses on
nuclear decommissioning fund investments are dedeais a regulatory asset.

Liquidity and Capital Resources

Cash Flows

Six Months Ended June 30
(Millions of Dollars) 2013 2012
Cash provided by operating activities $ 1,072 % 86&

Net cash provided by operating activities increg&2@ million for the six months ended June 30,@bmpared with the six months enc
June 30, 2012. The increase was the result oEhigét income, changes in working capital due éatitning of payments and receipts and
effect of income taxes paid in 2012 compared torré$ received in 2013.

Six Months Ended June 30

(Millions of Dollars) 2013 2012
Cash used in investing activities $ (1,517 $ (95€)

Net cash used in investing activities increased388lion for the six months ended June 30, 20D8npared with the six months ended J
30, 2012. The increase was the result of higheitaleexpenditures related to nuclear, transmisaimh CACJA projects, partially offset by
change in restricted cash associated with the auetaste disposal settlement with the U.S. DepartrofEnergy in 2012.

Six Months Ended June 30
(Millions of Dollars) 2013 2012
Cash provided by financing activities $ 414 % 94

Net cash provided by financing activities increa$880 million for the six months ended June 30,@bmpared with the six months enc
June 30, 2012. The increase was primarily duegioen proceeds from the issuances of long-term detitcommon stock, partially offset by
repayments of previously existing short and lorgatdebt, higher dividend payments and common spockhases made in 2012.

Capital Requirements

Xcel Energy expects to meet future financing regpients by periodically issuing short-term debtglterm debt, common stock, hybrid and

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

As a result of this legislation there will be méémcreased reporting requirements for certailumes of derivative and swap activity. In
April 2012, the CFTC ruled that swap dealing atyivionducted by entities under a notional limittialy set at $8 billion with further
potential reduction to $3 billion after five yeavs]l fall under the de minimis exemption level awdl not subject an entity to registering as a
swap dealer. Xcel Energy’s current and projecteapsactivity is below this de minimis level. Th&TC has set an $800 million de minimis
volume exemption for swaps with “Utility Special tiies,” defined by the CFTC as primarily entitiesning or operating electric or natural
gas facilities and government entities, after whith entity would have to register as a swap dedlae bill also contains provisions that
should exempt certain derivatives end users fromamud the clearing and margin requirements. Xaedrgy does not expect to be materially
impacted by the margining provisions. Xcel Eneilgggonducting legal reviews associated with thdtaml reporting obligations for “trade
options,” which are physical electric and gas cacts that contain embedded volumetric and/or pt@nality. The reporting requirements
were subject to begin in April 2013, however theTCFhas issued two “no action” letters that effegliyvsuspend reporting obligations for
“trade options” until March 2014 and commodity swamtil October 2013. The “no action letters” didwever, leave in place data gathering
requirements. Xcel Energy is prepared to meeetheguirements.

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, restate, hedge fund and commodity
investments.

* InJanuary 2013, contributions of $191.5 milliware made across four of Xcel Enegpension plans. Xcel Energy does not ex
additional pension contributions during 2013.

* In 2012, contributions of $198.1 million were deaacross four of Xcel Energypension plan

» For future years, we anticipate contributions Wwélmade as necess:

Capital Sources

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

Short-Term Investments —Xcel Energy Inc., NSP-Minnesota, NSP-Wisconsin, 886d SPS maintain cash operating and short-term
investment accounts. At June 30, 2013, approximn&®5 million of cash was held in these accounts.

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

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

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

e $150 million for NSPWisconsin
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Commercial paper outstanding for Xcel Energy wafbsws:

Three Months Ended June Twelve Months Ended Dec.

(Amounts in Millions, Except Interest Rates) 30, 2013 31, 2012
Borrowing limit $ 245 % 2,45(
Amount outstanding at period end 354 602
Average amount outstanding 25k 403
Maximum amount outstanding 487 634
Weighted average interest rate, computed on a Hasgis 0.2%% 0.35%
Weighted average interest rate at period end 0.27 0.3¢

Credit Facilities —As of July 25, 2013, Xcel Energy Inc. and its titikubsidiaries had the following committed crddlttilities available to
meet liquidity needs:

(Millions of Dollars) Credit Facility © Drawn ®© Available Cash Liquidity
Xcel Energy Inc. $ 800.C $ 240.C $ 560.C $ 04 $ 560.4
PSCo 700.( 4.€ 695.4 0.€ 696.(
NSP-Minnesota 500.( 101.2 398.¢ 0.z 399.(
SPS 300.( 134.( 166.( 0.t 166.5
NSP-Wisconsin 150.( 12.C 138.( 0.t 138.t
Total $ 2,450.C % 491.¢ % 1,958 $ 22 % 1,960.:

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

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

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

Financing — Xcel Energy issues debt and equity securitiesftnamce retiring maturities, reduce short-term ¢élotd construction
programs, infuse equity in subsidiaries, fund aasqtisitions and for other general corporate psgpo

Xcel Energy Inc. and its utility subsidiaries coeteld the following financings in 2013:
* In March, PSCo issued $250 million of 2.50 petdest mortgage bonds due March 15, 2023 and $@#ibn of 3.95 percent first
mortgage bonds due March 15, 2043.

* In May, Xcel Energy Inc. issued $450 million of B.fercent senior unsecured notes due May 9,
* In May, NSPMinnesota issued $400 million of 2.60 percent fingirtgage bonds due May 15, 2(

In addition, SPS may issue approximately $100 amillof first mortgage bonds in the third quarte2013.
In March 2013, Xcel Energy Inc. filed a prospeciupplement under which it may sell up to $400 wrilbf its common stock through an at-
the-market offering program. As of June 30, 204&| Energy Inc. sold 7.7 million shares of comnstock with net proceeds of $223

million.

On May 31, 2013, Xcel Energy Inc. redeemed thee®d00 million principal amount of the 7.60 percemior subordinated notes. Upon
redemption, Xcel Energy Inc. recognized $6.3 nmillaf related unamortized debt issuance costs esesttcharges.
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Financing plans are subject to change, dependirappital expenditures, internal cash generatiomketaonditions and other factors.
Off-Balance-Sheet Arrangements

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

Earnings Guidance
Xcel Energy’s 2013 earnings guidance is $1.85 t8%per share. Key assumptions related to 2018regr are detailed below:

* Rate case outcomes consistent with current expeus:

» Normal weather patterns are experienced for thairmer of the yee

*  Weatheradjusted retail electric utility sales are projelcte increase by approximately 0.0 to 0.5 per
*  Weatheradjusted retail firm natural gas sales are progetiéncrease by approximately 2 perc

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

» Depreciation expense is projected to increase $ifidmto $85 million over 2012 level

» Property taxes are projected to increase approgign&20 million to $25 million over 2012 leve

» Interest expense (net of AFUD@ebt) is projected to decrease $40 million to $4iian from 2012 levels
e AFUDC- equity is projected to increase approximately $20an to $25 million over 2012 level

* The ETR is projected to be approximately 33 perteBb percen

* Average common stock and equivalents are projeoteé approximately 497 million shat

ltem 3— QUANTITATIVE AND QUALITATIVE DISCLOSURES ABOUT MARK  ET RISK

See Management’s Discussion and Analysis under 2tem

Item 4 — CONTROLS AND PROCEDURES

Disclosure Controls and Procedures

Xcel Energy maintains a set of disclosure contaold procedures designed to ensure that informagiguired to be disclosed in reports that it
files or submits under the Securities Exchangeofdt934 is recorded, processed, summarized, armtezbwithin the time periods specified
in SEC rules and forms. In addition, the disclestwntrols and procedures ensure that informagquired to be disclosed is accumulated
communicated to management, including the chiefetxee officer (CEQO) and chief financial officer FO), allowing timely decisions
regarding required disclosure. As of June 30, 20643ed on an evaluation carried out under thergigpen and with the participation of Xcel
Energy’s management, including the CEO and CF@hekffectiveness of its disclosure controls amdiocedures, the CEO and CFO have
concluded that Xcel Energy’s disclosure controld procedures were effective.

Internal Control Over Financial Reporting

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

Part Il — OTHER INFORMATION
ltem 1 — LEGAL PROCEEDINGS

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

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

Item 1A — RISK FACTORS

Xcel Energy Inc.’s risk factors are documentedié@m 1A of Part | of its Annual Report on Form 1ddf the year ended Dec. 31, 2012,
which is incorporated herein by reference.

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

The following table provides information about qurchases of equity securities that are registeyedcel Energy Inc. pursuant to Sectior
of the Exchange Act for the quarter ended Jun@303:

Issuer Purchases of Equity Securities

Maximum Number (or

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

April 1, 2013 — April 30, 2013 — — — _
May 1, 2013 — May 31, 2013 — — — _
June 1, 2013 — June 30, 2013 — — — _

Total — — —

Item 4 — MINE SAFETY DISCLOSURES

None.

Item 5 — OTHER INFORMATION

None.
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Item 6 — EXHIBITS

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

3.01*

3.02*

4.01*

4.02*

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

Restated By-Laws of Xcel Energy Inc. (Exh®i01 to Form 8-K dated Aug. 12, 2008 (file no181B034)).

Supplemental Indenture No. 7 dated as of May 132@#tween Xcel Energy and Wells Fargo Bank, Natidsaociation, as
Trustee, creating $450 million principal amoun0of5 percent Senior Notes, Series due May 9, 2&hibit 4.01 to Form 8-K
dated May 9, 2013 (file no. 001-03034))

Supplemental Trust Indenture dated as of May 132&tween NSP-Minnesota and The Bank of New YorKdvieTrust
Company, N.A., as successor Trustee, creating 84ion principal amount of 2.60 percent First Mgeige Bonds, Series due
May 15, 2023. (Exhibit 4.01 to NSP-Minnesota’s F@+K dated May 20, 2013 (file no. 001-31387))

First Amendment dated May 21, 2013 to the Xcel Bnénc. Long Term Incentive Plan (as amended astated effective Feb.
17, 2010).

Second Amendment dated May 21, 2013 to the EBnetgy Inc. Nonqualified Deferred Compensation R2009 Restatement).

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

Principal Financial Officer’s certifications puest to 18 U.S.C. Section 1350, as adopted pursae8ection 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 endetkJ80, 2013 are
formatted in XBRL (eXtensible Business Reportingigaage): (i) the Consolidated Statements of In¢dineéhe Consolidated
Statements of Comprehensive Income (iii) the Codatdd Statements of Cash Flows, (iv) the ConstdiBalance Sheets, (v)
the Consolidated Statements of Common Stockhold&rsity, (vi) Notes to Consolidated Financial Staéats, and (vii)
document and entity information.
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SIGNATURES
Pursuant to the requirements of the Securities &xgh Act of 1934, the registrant has duly caussdréport to be signed on its behalf by the

undersigned thereunto duly authorized.

XCEL ENERGY INC.

Aug. 2, 2013 By: /s/ JEFFREY S. SAVAGE
Jeffrey S. Savage
Vice President and Controller
(Principal Accounting Officer)

/sl TERESA S. MADDEN

Teresa S. Madden

Senior Vice President and Chief Financial Office
(Principal Financial Officer)
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Exhibit 10.01

FIRST AMENDMENT
TO THE
XCEL ENERGY INC.
EXECUTIVE ANNUAL INCENTIVE AWARD PLAN

(AMENDED AND RESTATED EFFECTIVE FEBRUARY 17, 2010)

WHEREAS , the Board of Directors of Xcel Energy Inc. (th@dmpany”) has determined that it is in the besriggts of the
Company to amend the Company’s Executive Annuartice Award Plan, amended and restated effectwaf &ebruary 17, 2010 (the
“Plan”) to allow the Governance, Compensation andiihating Committee to delegate to an executivieeffthe ability to administer the
plan with respect to Incentive Awards for employet® are not subject to Section 16 of the SecgriErchange Act of 1934 and to make
certain other modifications to the provisions rielgtto the payment of Incentive Awards.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Plan is hereby amended by this First Amend, effective as of February 20,
2013, as follows:

ARTICLE IIl, ADMINISTRATION , is hereby amended by adding the following sergexscthe last sentence of that Article:

“To the extent not inconsistent with applicable lamstock exchange rules, the Committee may dedegghor any portion of its
authority under the Plan to determine and administeentive Awards to Participants who are not sabjo Section 16 of the
Exchange Act to one or more persons who are aitieenbers of the Committee or executive officerchefCompany.”

ARTICLE VI, DETERMINATION OF INCENTIVE AWARDS | is hereby amended by amended and restatingshedatence
of that Article as follows:

“Subject to any deferral election as provided itiéke Xl hereof, Incentive Awards earned or otlese awarded will be pai on or
before March 15th of the year following the lasy @& the applicable Incentive Period.”




ARTICLE VII, CERTAIN ELECTIONS OF FORM OF PAYMENT O F INCENTIVE AWARDS , is hereby amended by
amending and restating subsection (b) of that krtis follows:

“The restrictions described above shall commendé@Payment Date as of which the restricted Shaessued and terminate w
respect to (i) one-third of the Shares on the &rstiversary of the Payment Date, (ii) one-thirdh&f Shares on the second
anniversary of the Payment Date and (iii) one-tbirthe Shares on the third anniversary of the Rayrdate.”

Except as hereinabove set forth, the Xcel EnergyHxecutive Annual Incentive Plan, amended anthted effective as of February 17,
2010, shall continue in full force and effect.



Xcel Energy Senior Executive Severance and Changa-Control Policy

Fourth Amendment
to the

Exhibit 10.02

THIS FOURTH AMENDMENT is made this 2@ day of February, 2013, by Xcel Energy Inc. (theifiBipal Sponsor”).

WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS , the Principal Sponsor maintains the Xcel Energyni& Executive Severance and Chang&amirol Policy (th

“Policy™), and

WHEREAS , the Board of Directors of the Principal Sponsihe (“Board”) has reserved the right to make amendments f

Policy, and

WHEREAS , the governance, Compensation and Nominating Cdteenof the Board of Directors of the Principal Spar (th

“Committee”) has reserved the right to appoint or remove Ppdids under the Policy, and

WHEREAS, the Committee wishe® amend the Policy in certain respects effectigbriary 20, 2013, to add a Participant ar

remove Participants who have retired or otherwésminated employment with the Company.

NOW, THEREFORE , the Board hereby amends the Policy as follows:

1. The following new Schedule | shall régce the current Schedule | as it appears therein:

Schedule | - Participants

Name Tier Severance Multiple Change-in-Contrailtigle
Fowke llI, Benjamin G.S. 1 1 3
Hart, Cathy J. 1 1 3
Larson, Kent T. 1 1 3
Madden, Teresa S. 1 1 3
McDaniel Jr., Marvin E. 1 1 3
O’Connor, Timothy J. 1 1 3
Sparby, David M. 1 1 3
Wilensky, Scott M. 1 1 3
Palmer, Robert Roy 2 1 2
Tyson Il, George E. 2 1 2
2. Savings Claus&xcept as hereinabove set forth, the Xcel EnergydB&xecutive Severance and Changeébmtrol Policy

shall continue in full force and effect.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Xcel Energy Inc. has caused ths instrument to be enacted by its duly authorizedféicer as of the date set

forth to be effective February 20, 2013.

XCEL ENERGY INC.

/s/ Benjamin G.S. Fowke |l

By: Benjamin G.S. Fowke llI

Its: Chairman, President & Chief Executive Officer



Exhibit 31.01

CERTIFICATION

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Date: Aug. 2, 2013

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

CERTIFICATION

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Date: Aug. 2, 2013

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




Exhibit 32.01
OFFICER CERTIFICATION

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

In connection with the Quarterly Report of Xcel Emelnc. (Xcel Energy) on Form 10-Q for the quaeaded June 30, 2013, as filed with
the SEC on the date hereof (Form 10-Q), each ofitigersigned officers of Xcel Energy certifies,quant to 18 U.S.C. Section 1350, as
adopted pursuant to Section 906 of the Sarbanesy@ydt of 2002, that, to such officer’'s knowledge:

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

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

Date: Aug. 2, 2013

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

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

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

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

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

” w ” w ” o ”

” o ” o

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

e Social attitudes regarding the utility and powetustries

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

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

* Risks associated with implementations of new teldgies; ani

e Other business or investment considerations tlagtlve disclosed from time to time in Xcel Energg.1s SEC filings, including
“Risk Factors” in Item 1A of Xcel Energy’s Form XOfor the year ended Dec. 31, 2012, or in othediplybdisseminated written
documents.

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