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This Form 10-Q is filed by Xcel Energy Inc. Xcetétgy Inc. wholly owns the following subsidiarié¢orthern States Power Company, a
Minnesota corporation (NSP-Minnesota); Northerrt&t@ower Company, a Wisconsin corporation (NSRewvisin); Public Service
Company of Colorado (PSCo); and Southwestern P&aligice Company (SPS). Xcel Energy Inc. anddtssolidated subsidiaries are also
referred to herein as Xcel Energy. NSP-Minnesd&R Wisconsin, PSCo and SPS are also referred to tiokécas utility subsidiaries. Tt
electric production and transmission system of N8Mesota and NSP-Wisconsin, which is operatedromigrated basis and is managed
by NSP-Minnesota, is referred to collectively as HSP System. Additional information on the whallyned subsidiaries is available on
various filings with the Securities and Exchangen@assion (SEC).
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PART | — FINANCIAL INFORMATION
Item 1 — FINANCIAL STATEMENTS

XCEL ENERGY INC. AND SUBSIDIARIES
CONSOLIDATED STATEMENTS OF INCOME (UNAUDITED)

(amounts in thousands, except per share data)

Operating revenues
Electric
Natural gas
Other
Total operating revenues

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

Operating income

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

Interest charges and financing costs

Interest charges — includes other financing costs o
$5,737, $6,020, $17,144 and $24,058, respectively

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

Income before income taxes
Income taxes
Net income

Weighted average common shares outstanding:
Basic
Diluted

Earnings per average common share:
Basic

Diluted

Cash dividends declared per common share

Three Months Ended Sept. 30

Nine Months Ended Sept. 30

2014 2013 2014 2013
$ 2,616,35 $ 2,599,92! $ 7,21569 $ 6,911,99
236,64 205,35¢  1,48546.  1,216,27!
16,807 17,05¢ 56,34 55,82
2,869,80° 2,822,331  8,757,50  8,184,10
1,079,85  1,097,94  3,188,49  3,034,03
99,341 74,84’ 934,07: 702,98
8,01z 7,54( 24,78: 23,83:
568,39 575,30¢ 1,714,131 1,667,09:
75,17: 67,81 223,55: 192,28¢
255,39 228,49 756,64 721,13
117,95¢ 105,28 358,93 320,76
220412  2,157,22'  7,200,62  6,662,12
665,68 665,11  1,556,88  1,521,97:
1,404 (404) 4,681 3,931
7,401 7,27¢ 22,65( 22,37¢
23,33’ 21,28t 68,85: 63,14’
143,21¢ 144,54; 421,71 431,02
(9,945) (9,377) (29,609) (28,457)
133,27 135,16! 392,10 402,57
564,55 558,10:  1,260,96!  1,208,85!
195,96¢ 193,34¢ 435,99 410,67t
$ 36858 $ 364,75, $ 824,96 $ 798,17
506,08: 498,14 502,98 495,25t
506,36 498,64: 503,21 495,76
$ 0.7: $ 0.7 $ 1.64 $ 1.61
0.7¢ 0.7¢ 1.64 1.61
$ 0.3C $ 0.2 $ 0.9C $ 0.82



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 Sept. 30

Nine Months Ended Sept. 30

2014 2013 2014 2013
Net income $ 368,58. $ 364,75 $ 824,96 $ 798,17
Other comprehensive income
Pension and retiree medical benefits:
Amortization of losses included in net periodic éf#cost,
net of tax of $567, $686, $1,666 and $3,918, rdspsy 847 1,17¢ 2,57t 1,67¢
Derivative instruments:
Net fair value (decrease) increase, net of ta{27% $14, $(22), and $(2),
respectively (42 22 (39 (9)
Reclassification of losses to net income, net »fia
$393, $266, $1,115 and $2,145, respectively 55€ 53¢ 1,69¢ 92¢
51€ 561 1,65¢ 91¢
Marketable securities:
Net fair value increase, net of tax of $1, $73, 886 $56, respectively 2 11F 40 79
Other comprehensive income 1,36¢ 1,85¢ 4,272 2,67:
Comprehensive income $ 369,94 $ 366,600 $ 829,24 $ 800,85:

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

Operating activities

Net income

(amounts in thousands)

Adjustments to reconcile net income to cash praViole operating activities:

Depreciation and amortization

Conservation and demand side management prograimtization

Nuclear fuel amortization

Deferred income taxes

Amortization of investment tax credits

Allowance for equity funds used during construction
Equity earnings of unconsolidated subsidiaries
Dividends from unconsolidated subsidiaries

Share-based compensation expense

Net realized and unrealized hedging and derivdtagsactions

Changes in operating assets and liabilities:

Accounts receivable

Accrued unbilled revenues

Inventories

Other current assets

Accounts payable

Net regulatory assets and liabilities

Other current liabilities

Pension and other employee benefit obligations
Change in other noncurrent assets
Change in other noncurrent liabilities

Net cash provided by operating activities

Investing activities
Utility capital/construction expenditures
Proceeds from insurance recoveries
Allowance for equity funds used during construction
Purchases of investments in external decommisgidnimd

Proceeds from the sale of investments in exter@abehmissioning fund

Investment in WYCO Development LLC
Other, net
Net cash used in investing activities

Financing activities
Repayments of short-term borrowings, net
Proceeds from issuance of long-term debt
Repayments of long-term debt, including reacquaisipremiums
Proceeds from issuance of common stock
Dividends paid
Net cash provided by financing activities

Net change in cash and cash equivalents
Cash and cash equivalents at beginning of period

Cash and cash eauivalents at end of pe

Nine Months Ended Sept. 30

2014 2013
824,96 798,17¢
769,70t 740,62:

4,58: 5,02¢
92,27¢ 76,44
433,22 409,66:
(4,329 (4,979
(68,857) (63,14
(22,650 (22,379
27,13( 27,50:
16,53¢ 28,36:
(1,359 (12,01)
(16,08() (108,48
112,40¢ 87,65:
(57,677) (69,919
(25,907 6,06(
(155,789 (3,297)
162,13. 100,64¢
14,68: 129,98
(111,465 (159,59;)
44,00¢ 26,537
(33,220 10,03:
2,004,34 2,002,90:
(2,301,33) (2,454,19)
6,00( 90,00(
68,85: 63,14%
(499,49)) (1,177,39)
494,55; 1,172,59
(2,220 (3,419
(1,110 (1,529
(2,234,75) (2,310,79)
(62,000 (300,001
837,79: 1,434,98'
(275,709 (654,869
178,63¢ 229,42(
(417,58() (382,149
261,13¢ 327,39
30,72« 19,51:
107,14 82,32:
137,86¢ 101,83



Supplemental disclosure of cash flow information:
Cash paid for interest (net of amounts capitalized) $ (407,18¢)
(4,950

Cash (paid) received for income taxes, net

Supplemental disclosure of non-cash investing arah€ing transactions:
$ 407,70¢

Property, plant and equipment additions in accopaysble
Issuance of common stock for reinvested dividemds401(k) plans 42,77:

See Notes to Consolidated Financial Statements

5
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16,85

299,20¢
54,96




Table of Contents

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

Sept. 30, 2014 Dec. 31, 2013
Assets
Current assets
Cash and cash equivalents $ 137,86¢ $ 107,14
Accounts receivable, net 760,21 744,16(
Accrued unbilled revenues 574,82: 687,23(
Inventories 634,26 576,53t
Regulatory assets 415,19 417,80:
Derivative instruments 120,65¢ 91,70"
Deferred income taxes 283,04 341,20:
Prepayments and other 270,52¢ 252,25¢
Total current assets 3,196,59 3,218,041
Property, plant and equipment, net 27,630,36 26,122,15
Other assets
Nuclear decommissioning fund and other investments 1,816,96: 1,755,99
Regulatory assets 2,488,58I 2,509,21:
Derivative instruments 53,577 84,84
Other 177,36! 217,24:
Total other assets 4,536,48 4,567,29
Total assets $ 3536344 $ 33,907,49
Liabilities and Equity
Current liabilities
Current portion of long-term debt $ 257,50t $ 280,76:
Short-term debt 697,00( 759,00(
Accounts payable 1,061,38! 1,261,23:
Regulatory liabilities 379,82: 274,76¢
Taxes accrued 371,95¢ 378,76t
Accrued interest 132,08 159,37:
Dividends payable 151,62: 139,43
Derivative instruments 22,92« 23,38:
Other 396,56 377,77¢
Total current liabilities 3,470,86! 3,654,49i
Deferred credits and other liabilities
Deferred income taxes 5,750,941 5,331,041
Deferred investment tax credits 74,91( 79,23¢
Regulatory liabilities 1,140,61 1,059,39!
Asset retirement obligations 1,922,02: 1,815,39
Derivative instruments 187,44! 209,22
Customer advances 262,73 275,55!
Pension and employee benefit obligations 653,59¢ 769,22:
Other 243,91 237,21
Total deferred credits and other liabilities 10,236,19 9,776,28i

Cammitmante and ~antinnanei



Capitalization
Long-term debt

Common stock — 1,000,000,000 shares authorize@.60%par value; 505,424,067 and
497,971,508 shares outstanding at Sept. 30, 2aiDac. 31, 2013, respectively

Additional paid in capital

Retained earnings

Accumulated other comprehensive loss
Total common stockholders’ equity

Total liabilities and equity

See Notes to Consolidated Financial Statements
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11,501,72 10,910,75
1,263,561 1,244,92:

5,815,71. 5,619,31:

3,177,38 2,807,98;

(102,00) (106,27

10,154,66 9,565,095

$ 3536344 $ 33,907,49
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XCEL ENERGY INC. AND SUBSIDIARIES

CONSOLIDATED STATEMENTS OF COMMON STOCKHOLDERS’ EQU ITY (UNAUDITED)

(amounts in thousands)

Common Stock Issued

Accumulated

Total

Three Months Ended Sept. 30, 2014 and 2013

Balance at June 30, 2013

Net income

Other comprehensive gain

Dividends declared on common stock
Issuances of common stock
Share-based compensation

Balance at Sept. 30, 2013

Balance at June 30, 2014

Net income

Other comprehensive gain

Dividends declared on common stock
Issuances of common stock
Share-based compensation

Balance at Sept. 30, 2014

Other Common

Additional Paid Retained Comprehensive Stockholders’

Shares Par Value In Capital Earnings Loss Equity
497,29t $ 1,243,23' $ 5,595,90 257293 $ (111,83) $ 9,300,24!
364,75. 364,75.
1,85¢ 1,85t
(140,207 (140,207
33C 82t 8,96¢ 9,791
10,84« 10,84
497,62t $ 1,244,060 $ 5,615,711 2,797,480 $ (109,98) $ 9,547,28
505,10¢ $ 1,262,760 $ 5,799,96 2,961,400 $ (103,360 $ 9,920,77.
368,58: 368,58:
1,36¢ 1,36¢
(152,60 (152,60
31¢ 79€ 9,13¢ 9,931
6,611 6,611

505,42: $ 1,263,56/ $ 5,815,71. 3,177,338 $ (102,00) $ 10,154,66

7
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XCEL ENERGY INC. AND SUBSIDIARIES

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

(amounts in thousands)

Common Stock Issued Accumulated Total
Other Common
Additional Paid Retained Comprehensive Stockholders’
Shares Par Value In Capital Earnings Loss Equity

Nine Months Ended Sept. 30, 2014 and 2013

Balance at Dec. 31, 2012
Net income

Other comprehensive gain

Dividends declared on common stock
Issuances of common stock
Share-based compensation

Balance at Sept. 30, 2013

Balance at Dec. 31, 2013
Net income
Other comprehensive gain

Dividends declared on common stock
Issuances of common stock
Share-based compensation

Balance at Sept. 30, 2014

487,96( $ 1,219,89¢ $ 5353,01' $ 241381 $ (112,65) $ 8,874,07

798,17 798,17
2,67¢ 2,67¢

(414,50¢) (414,50¢)

9,66¢ 24,16¢ 228,75: 252,91
33,95( 33,95(

497,62t $ 1,24406. $ 561571 $ 2,797,448 $ (109,98() $ 9,547,28

497,97 $ 124492 $ 5619,31° $ 280798 $ (106,27) $ 9,565,95

824,96° 824,96°
4,274 4,27¢

(455,56 (455,56

7,45: 18,63 175,96 194,59
20,44 20,44

505,42: $ 1,26356/ $ 581571 $ 3,177,338 $ (102,00 $ 10,154,66

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

In the opinion of management, the accompanying dited consolidated financial statements contaiadilistments necessary to present
fairly, in accordance with accounting principlesgeally accepted in the United States of AmericAAB), the financial position of Xcel
Energy Inc. and its subsidiaries as of Sept. 3042hd Dec. 31, 2013 ; the results of its operatiorcluding the components of net income
and comprehensive income, and changes in stockisbleguity for the three and nine months ended.)t2014 and 2013 ; and its cash
flows for the nine months ended Sept. 30, 20142818 . All adjustments are of a normal, recurriagune, except as otherwise disclosed.
Management has also evaluated the impact of eventsring after Sept. 30, 2014 up to the dateafdace of these consolidated financial
statements. These statements contain all necesdjistments and disclosures resulting from thaluetian. The Dec. 31, 2013 balance sheet
information has been derived from the audited 28dr&olidated financial statements included in teelDEnergy Inc. Annual Report on Fo
10-K for the year ended Dec. 31, 2013 . These riotd®e consolidated financial statements have pegpared pursuant to the rules and
regulations of the SEC for Quarterly Reports omir@0-Q. Certain information and note disclosures norynaltiuded in financial statemer
prepared in accordance with GAAP on an annual thesie been condensed or omitted pursuant to slieand regulations. For further
information, refer to the consolidated financiatetnents and notes thereto, included in the Xcetdninc. Annual Report on Form 10-K for
the year ended Dec. 31, 2013, filed with the SEGeb. 21, 2014. Due to the seasonality of Xcekgyis electric and natural gas sales,
interim results are not necessarily an approphbase from which to project annual results.

1. Summary of Significant Accounting Policie

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

2. Accounting Pronouncement
Recently Issuet

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

3. Selected Balance Sheet D¢

(Thousands of Dollars) Sept. 30, 2014 Dec. 31, 2013
Accounts receivable, net
Accounts receivable $ 814,96° $ 797,26°
Less allowance for bad debts (54,75 (53,109
$ 760,21: $ 744,16(
(Thousands of Dollars) Sept. 30, 2014 Dec. 31, 2013
Inventories
Materials and supplies $ 240,38: % 225,30t
Fuel 193,95: 189,48!
Natural gas 199,92 161,74!
$ 634,26: $ 576,53t
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(Thousands of Dollars) Sept. 30, 2014 Dec. 31, 2013
Property, plant and equipment, net
Electric plant $ 32,122,90 $ 30,341,31
Natural gas plant 4,294,66 4,086,65!
Common and other property 1,483,06. 1,485,54
Plant to be retire® 77,92. 101,27¢
Construction work in progress 2,364,85. 2,371,561
Total property, plant and equipment 40,343,40 38,386,35
Less accumulated depreciation (13,028,21) (12,608,30)
Nuclear fuel 2,250,141 2,186,79!
Less accumulated amortization (1,934,96) (1,842,68)

$ 27,630,36 $ 26,122,15

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

4. Income Taxe:

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

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

Federal Audit — Xcel Energy files a consolidated federal incomer&turn. The statute of limitations applicable tceKEnergy’s 2008
federal income tax return expired in September 2Th2 statute of limitations applicable to Xcel Engs 2009 federal income tax return
expires in June 2015. In the third quarter of 2@&&,Internal Revenue Service (IRS) commenced amiation of tax years 2010 and 2011 ,
including the 2009 carryback claim. As of Sept. 3014, the IRS had proposed an adjustment to therdétax loss carryback claims that
would result in $10 million of income tax expense the 2009 through 2011 claims and the anticipalaidn for 2013. Xcel Energy is
continuing to work through the audit process, betdautcome and timing of a resolution is uncertain.

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

State Year

Colorado 2009
Minnesota 2009
Texas 2009
Wisconsin 2010

In the first quarter of 2014, the state of Wiscarndmpleted an examination of tax years 2009 thid2@l1 . No material adjustments were
proposed for those tax years. As of Sept. 30, 2hibte were no state income tax audits in progress.

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

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

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

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

Unrecognized tax benefit — Temporary tax positions 32.€ 28.c
Total unrecognized tax benefit $ 404§ 41.2

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

(Millions of Dollars) Sept. 30, 2014 Dec. 31, 2013
NOL and tax credit carryforwards $ (28.1) $ (27.7)

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

The payable for interest related to unrecognizgdemefits is partially offset by the interest biéreessociated with NOL and tax credit
carryforwards. The payables for interest relatedriecognized tax benefits at Sept. 30, 2014 ard B 2013 were not material. No
amounts were accrued for penalties related to ogrézed tax benefits as of Sept. 30, 2014 or D&c2613.

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¢.2013 appropriately represent, in all mateeapects, the current status of other rate
matters, and are incorporated herein by reference.

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

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

The NSP-Minnesota electric rate case initiallyeefitd a requested increase in revenues of appriin$193 million or 6.9 percent in 2014
and an additional $98 million or 3.5 percent in 20The request includes a proposed rate moderalgonfor 2014 and 2015. After reflecting
interim rate adjustments, NSP-Minnesota requestatkancrease of $127 million or 4.6 percent in2@nd an incremental rate increase of
$164 million or 5.6 percent in 2015.

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

In December 2013, the MPUC approved interim rafegl@7 million , effective Jan. 3, 2014, subjectefund. The MPUC determined that

the costs of Sherco Unit 3 would be allowed inrinterates, and that NSP-Minnesota’s request tolae the depreciation reserve
amortization was a permissible adjustment to itsrim rate request.

11
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In August 2014, the evidentiary hearing was congaleAs a result of discussions between NSP-Minaesot intervening parties, the
outstanding issues were further narrowed and th@nfimg were agreed upon:
* NSF-Minnesota and the Minnesota Department of Comm@ExC) have agreed to true-up the sales forecak? toonths of
actual weather normalized sales for 2014.
* NSF-Minnesota and the DOC agreed to a property tansaalient of $9 million , based on an assumed 204gepty tax forecast
of $141 million . The parties also agreed to atimitrue-up mechanism in which NSP-Minnesota woetdver actual 2014
property taxes up to $145 million .
* NSF-Minnesota agreed with the Minnesota Chamber of @ence recommendation regarding deferral of the 20a#4ticello
EPU depreciation expense and amortization of tipeedéation over the remaining life of the plant.

NSF-Minnesota revised its requested rate increas&é4@.® million for 2014 and to $106.0 million for %) for a total combined increase of
$248.2 million .

The following table summarizes the DOC’s and NSkuMisota’s recommendations and includes the estinratgact of certain agreed-upon
true-up adjustments:

2014 Rate Request (Millions of Dollars) DOC NSP-Minnesota
NSP-Minnesota’ s filed rate request $ 192.7 % 192.7
Sales forecast (43.2 (15.¢)
ROE (36.2) —
Monticello EPU cost recovery (33.9 —
Monticello EPU depreciation deferral — (12.2)
Property taxes (9.0 (9.0
PI EPU (5.9 (5.3
Health care, pension and other benefits (11.9 (1.9
Other, net (8.0 (6.5)
Total recommendation 2014— unadjusted $ 45¢ % 142.2
Estimated true-up adjustments:

Sales forecast $ 18 $ 9.7

Property taxes 3.8 3.¢
Total recommendation 2014— adjusted $ 68.1 §$ 137.(
2015 Rate Request (Millions of Dollars) DOC NSP-Minnesota
NSP-Minnesota’s filed rate request $ 98.f % 98.t
Monticello EPU cost recovery 29.1 —
Monticello EPU cost disallowandé2 (10.2) —
Excess depreciation reserve adjustm®nt (22.7) —
Depreciation (17.5) —
Monticello EPU depreciation deferral — 1.€
Monticello EPU step increase — 10.1
Property taxes (3.3 3.9
Production tax credits to be included in base rates (12.7 (12.7)
DOE settlement proceeds 10.1 10.1
Emission chemicals (1.6 (1.6
Other, net (4.9 1.7
Total recommendation 2015 step increase $ 66.5 $ 106.(
Unadjusted cumulative total for 2014 and 2015 steimcrease $ 112« $ 248.2
Estimated adjusted cumulative total for 2014 and 205 step increase $ 134€¢ $ 243.(

@ In July 2014, the DOC recommended a disallowanaeadvery of approximately $71.5 million of projextsts on a Minnesota jurisdictional basis. Thisates to a total
NSP System disallowance of approxima$94 million . This would reduce NSP-Minnesota’'serue requirement by approximately $10.2 millio2@15.
®)  Adjustment is due to timing differences and/or roeitilogy of accelerating amortization of the exa#esreciation reserve over three years
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NSF-Minnesota’s revised rate request, moderation pidarim rate adjustments and impacts on expensedatailed below:

Percentage Percentage

(Millions of Dollars) 2014 Increase 2015 Increase
Rebuttal pre-moderation deficiency $ 250.€ $ 67.¢
Evidentiary hearing adjustments (27.3) 11.C
Revised pre-moderation deficiency 223.: 78.¢
Moderation plan:

Excess depreciation reserve (81.0) 52.¢

DOE settlement proceeds — (25.9)
Revised rate request 142.; 5.1% 106.( 3.8%
Interim rate adjustments (65.9) 65.2
Pl EPU 4.8 (4.9
Revenue impact® 81.7 166.
Excess depreciation reserve 81.1 (45.7)
Sales forecad? 9.9 —
DOE settlement proceeds — 25.7
Estimated impact of request on operating income $ 153.7 $ 146.

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

() NSF-Minnesota and the DOC have agreed to a salesipuzased on weather normalized sales for 2014g stémdard weather coefficients. NSP-Minnesotaoperally
adjusts the coefficients in periods of extreme Wweatonditions to enhance weather impact estimatea.result of the difference in the two methodas, currently,
approximately $9.1 million of revenue that NSP-Mésota attributed to weather would be considerethabsales growth using the standard weather cosffi: The
refund for the full year could vary from the estimas of Sept. 30, 2014, depending on weather tonsli

NSF-Minnesota recorded a current regulatory liabilgpresenting the current best estimate of a refbfigadion associated with interim raf
as of Sept. 30, 2014.

The next step in the procedural schedule is exgdotbe the Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) Repartec. 26, 2014. The MPUC is
expected to deliberate on March 26, 2015. A fin®WC order is anticipated in the second quarteil0d62

NSP-Minnesota — Nuclear Project Prudence Investigatier In 2013, NSP-Minnesota completed the Monticell@M/EPU project. The
multi-year project extended the life of the fagil&nd increased the capacity from 600 to 671 metiadW). Monticello LCM/EPU project
expenditures were approximately $665 million . Totpitalized costs were approximately $748 milljamhich includes allowance for funds
used during construction (AFUDC). Project exper@isuvere initially estimated in 2008 at approxirha$320 million , excluding AFUDC.

In 2013, the MPUC initiated an investigation toetatine whether the final costs for the MonticellBM/EPU project were prudent.

NSF-Minnesota filed a report to support the change@uodence of the incurred costs. The filing indéchthe increase in costs was primarily
attributable to three factors: (1) the originaireste was based on a high level conceptual desidritee project scope increased as the actual
conditions of the plant were incorporated into dlesign; (2) implementation difficulties, includitigze amount of work that occurred in
confined and radioactive or electrically sensisgaces and NSP-Minnesota’s and its vendadity to attract and retain experienced work
and (3) additional Nuclear Regulatory CommissioRQ licensing related requests over the five -gkear application process.

The cost deviation is in line with similar nuclegrgrade projects undertaken by other utilitiesaddition, the project remains economically
beneficial to customers. NSP-Minnesota has recedlatecessary licenses from the NRC for the MatiticEPU, and has begun the process
to comply with the license requirements for higbewer levels, subject to NRC oversight and revi@a/part of the review process, in
October 2014 NSP-Minnesota received approval foersion to higher EPU levels which is expectedetmmmence during the fourth
quarter.

In July 2014, the DOC filed testimony and recomnezhd disallowance of recovery of approximately $#tillion of project costs on a
Minnesota jurisdictional basis. This equates totaltNSP System disallowance of approximately $84am .
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The DOC'’s recommendation indicated that althoughcttmbined LCM/EPU project is cost effective, NSiHuhésota should have done a
better job of estimating initial project costs bétinvestments required to achieveMW of additional capacity (i.e., EPU costs) as cggabtc
investments required to extend the life of the pl@ihey asserted that approximately 85 percerti@tatal $665 million in costs were
associated with project components required satefchieve the EPU.

In August 2014, the Office of Attorney General (OpAi@ed rebuttal testimony and recommended a disadince of recovery of $ 321 million
for the entire NSP System (based on a total cagethlcost of $748 million ), and no return on $haiflion . The recommended disallowance
is primarily based on criticism of NSP-Minnesotaianagement of the project.

NSF-Minnesota believes the costs of the project weuelgnt and its decisions and actions do not waaatisallowance. NSP-Minnesota’s
testimony is summarized as follows:
» The plant is coseffective for customer
» The project benefits include providing carboeefigeneration through a life extension and upritieeoplant for an installed
capacity of about $1,000 per kilowatt;
» The DOC was incorrect in its analysis that 8&cpetof the expenditures were associated with the upaai
* NSF-Minnesota made prudent decisions based on theniation available at the time the decisions wereen

The next steps in the procedural schedule are &egbéz be as follows:
* Initial Briefs —Oct. 31, 201«
* Reply Briefs —Nov. 21, 201¢
* ALJ Report —Dec. 31, 2014; ar
* MPUC Deliberation —March 6, 201t

A final MPUC order is anticipated in the secondrgeraof 2015. The MPUC decision for the Monticglaudence review is expected to be
reflected in the final results of NSP-Minnesotagnging Minnesota 2014 Multi-Year electric rate case

Electric, Purchased Gas and Resource Adjustment Cleses

NSP-Minnesota — Gas Utility Infrastructure Cost (GUIGRider— In August 2014, NSP-Minnesota filed a GUIC rigéth the MPUC for
approval to recover the cost of natural gas infaastire investments in Minnesota to improve saéety reliability. Costs include funding for
pipeline assessment and system upgrades in 2015egodd, as well as deferred costs from NSP-Mintaésexisting sewer separation and
pipeline integrity management programs. Sewer sjparcosts stem from the inspection of sewer laredthe redirection of gas pipes in the
event their paths are in conflict. NSP-Minnesoteetpuesting recovery of approximately $14.9 millfoom Minnesota gas utility customers
beginning Jan. 1, 2015, including $4.8 million efefred sewer separation and integrity managenuests$ evhich is the 2015 portion of a five
year amortization. In October 2014, the DOC reconmuee approval of NS-Minnesota’s request for recovery of the GUIC ridesing the
capital structure and cost of capital proposedhéndurrent electric case and a five year amortmgteriod for the deferred costs. An MPUC
decision is anticipated by the end of 2014.

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

NSP-Minnesota — South Dakota 2015 Electric Rate CaselrJune 2014, NSP-Minnesota filed a request wighSBPUC to increase South
Dakota electric rates by $15.6 million annually8dd percent , effective Jan. 1, 2015. The regsdsised on a 2013 historic test year (HTY)
adjusted for certain known and measurable chargez0fi4 and 2015, a requested ROE of 10.25 pereenaverage rate base of $433.2
million and an equity ratio of 53.86 percent . Treguest reflects NSP-Minnesota’s proposal to nmeeevery of approximately $9.0 million
for certain Transmission Cost Recovery (TCR) righed Infrastructure rider projects to base rates.
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The major components of the request are as follows:

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

At this time, the case is in the discovery phaskfarther procedure scheduling may be establislweihgl the fourth quarter of 2014. In
November 2014, NS-Minnesota plans to file a request with the SDPCiriterim rates, effective Jan. 1, 2015. Finagésadre anticipated to
be effective in the first quarter of 2015.

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

NSP-Wisconsin — Wisconsin 2015 Electric Rate Caselr-May 2014, NSP-Wisconsin filed a request with B®&CW to increase electric

rates by $20.6 million , or 3.2 percent , effectham. 1, 2015. The request is for the limited psepaf updating 2015 electric rates to reflect
anticipated increases in the production and trassion fixed charges and the fuel and purchased pocoveponents of the interchange
agreement with NSP-Minnesota. No changes are lveguested to the capital structure or the 10.2gueiROE authorized by the PSCW in
the 2014 rate case. As part of an agreement vaktehblders to limit the size and scope of the ddS&-Wisconsin also agreed to an earnings
cap for 2015 only, in which 100 percent of the @aga above the authorized ROE would be refundexdistomers.

In October 2014, the PSCW Staff filed their diresttimony and recommended an electric rate incre$&6.1 million , or 2.5 percent . The
majority of the PSCW Staff's adjustments are reldtethe fuel cost forecast, and are primarilyrégult of more recent data than was
available at the time the initial filing was prepdiast spring.

In October 2014, NSP-Wisconsin, the PSCW Staff@hdr parties reached an agreement that resoledraksted issues in the case and
accepted the PSCW staff recommendation to incid&seWisconsin's electric rates by approximately.$16illion , effective January 2015.

The major cost components of the requested inciaasd¢he PSCW Staff recommendation are summariekeavb

NSP-Wisconsin PSCW Staff

(Millions of Dollars) Request Recommendation
Production and transmission fixed charges $ 281 $ 26.4
Fuel and purchased power 13.¢ 11.1

Sub-Total $ 42.C $ 37.t
NSP-Minnesota transmission depreciation reserve $ (16.2) $ (16.2)
Monticello EPU deferral (5.2 (5.2)

Total $ 206 $ 16.1

A final PSCW decision is anticipated by the en@014.
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Pending Regulatory Proceedin— Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC)

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

the FERC against MISO transmission owners, incigidii®SP-Minnesota and NSRisconsin. The complaint argues for a reductiothenROE
applicable to transmission formula rates in the ®i®gion from 12.38 percent to 9.15 percent , &ipition on capital structures in excess of
50 percent equity, and the removal of ROE addeduding those for regional transmission organ@afRTO) membership and being an
independent transmission company), effective N@&y2D13.

In January 2014, Xcel Energy filed an answer tocti@plaint asserting that the 9.15 percent ROE @vbelunreasonable and that the
complainants failed to demonstrate the NSP Systarityecapital structure was unreasonable. The Mii&@smission owners separately
answered the complaint, arguing the complaint shbaldismissed.

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

In October 2014, the FERC upheld the determinaifdhe long term growth rate to be used togethéhn wishort term growth rate in its new
ROE methodology. The FERC separately set the R@iplzont against the MISO transmission owners fatlesaent judge and hearing
procedures, which are expected to begin lateyias. The FERC directed parties to apply this mawkagy, but denied the complaints rele
to equity capital structures and ROE adders. THeGEstablished a Nov. 12, 2013 refund effective. ddEP-Minnesota recorded a current
regulatory liability representing the current bestimate of a refund obligation associated withrtée ROE as of Sept. 30, 2014. The new
FERC ROE methodology is estimated to reduce trassom revenue, net of expense, between $5 millmh$a million annually for NSP-
Minnesota and NSP-Wisconsin.

PSCo
Pending and Recently Concluded Regulatory Procegdi— CPUC

PSCo- Colorado 2014 Electric Rate Case In 2014, PSCo filed an electric rate case withGR&C requesting an increase in annual
revenue of approximately $136.0 million , or 4.83qent . The requested 2015 rate increase refipptoximately $100.9 million for
recovery of costs associated with the CACJA projEbe case also requests the initiation of a CA@dér for 2016 and 2017, which is
anticipated to increase revenue recovery by appratdly $34.2 million in 2016 and then decline tpaximately $29.9 million in 2017.
PSCo’s objective is to establish a multi-year ratary plan that provides certainty for PSCo anditstomers.

The rate filing is based on a 2015 test year, agsigd ROE of 10.35 percent , an electric rate 66$6.39 billion and an equity ratio of 56
percent . As part of the filing, PSCo will transéproximately $19.9 million from the transmissiater to base rates, which will not impact
customer bills. The CACJA rider is projected toaesr incremental investment and expenses, basactcomprehensive plan to retire certain
coal plants, add pollution control equipment toestbxisting coal units and add natural gas gemeralihe CACJA project investment is
expected to be completed by 2017.

The next steps in the procedural schedule are tegbéz be as follows:
e Answer Testimony —Nov. 7, 2014
* Rebuttal Testimony Bec. 17, 201«
» Evidentiary Hearing — Jan. 26-eb. 4, 201!
* Interim rates are scheduled to be effective on E8b2015, subject to refund; ¢
» Adecision as well as implementation of final raes anticipated in the second quarter of 2

PSCo- Manufacturer's Sales Tax Refuneg— PSCo defers 2012-2014 annual property taxesaassxof $76.7 million as part of its mweal
rate plan with the CPUC. To the extent that PSCs sugcessful in the manufacturer’s sales tax refanwduit against the Colorado
Department of Revenue, PSCo was to credit sucadsftirst against certain legal fees, and thenrsgaihe unamortized deferred property
balance at the end of 2014.

On June 30, 2014, the Colorado Supreme Court agethst PSCo’s claim that it was due refunds fergayment of sales taxes on purchases
of certain equipment from December 1998 to Decerib@i. As a result of the adverse ruling, PSCedgiired to reduce its 2014 property
tax deferral by $10 million , as this amount wilitrbe recovered in electric rates. This impacefiected in PSCo’s pending electric rate case
before the CPUC.
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PSCo- Annual Electric Earnings Test— As part of an annual earnings test, PSCo museshith customers a portion of any annual
earnings that exceed PSCo’s authorized ROE threstidlO percent for 2012-2014. In April 2014, PSied its 2013 earnings test with the
CPUC proposing a refund obligation of $45.7 milltorelectric customers to be returned between AugQB4 and July 2015. This tariff was
approved by the CPUC in July 2014 and became aféeéiug. 1, 2014. As of Sept. 30, 2014, PSCo hss mcognized management’s best
estimate of an accrual for the 2014 earnings t€$58.4 million .

Electric, Purchased Gas and Resource Adjustment Clses

Renewable Energy Credit (REC) Shari— In 2011, the CPUC approved margin sharing ondstdane REC transactions at 10 percent to
PSCo and 90 percent to customers for 2014. In 2062CPUC approved an annual margin sharing ofirgte520 million of margins on
hybrid REC trades of 80 percent to the customeds2@npercent to PSCo. Margins in excess of then$ilibn are to be shared 90 percent to
the customers and 10 percent to PSCo. The CPUGraet PSCo to return to customers unspent carfisatdunds by crediting the
renewable energy standard adjustment (RESA) regiylasset balance. PSCo’s credit to the RESA régwlasset balance was not material
for the three months ended Sept. 30, 2014. Fahtlee months ended Sept. 30, 2013, PSCo crediee®ESA regulatory asset balance $6.1
million . The cumulative credit to the RESA regolat asset balance was $104.7 million and $104.bomiat Sept. 30, 2014 and Dec. 31,
2013, respectively. The credits include the custshahare of REC trading margins and the unspeartesbf carbon offset funds.

In May 2014, PSCo filed with the CPUC to continhis sharing mechanism for 2015 and beyond, but vertite step increase in the sharing
allocation of hybrid REC trades on margins in esagis$20 million . In July 2014, the CPUC sent ineceeding to an ALJ. On Sept. 5, 2014,
PSCo, the CPUC Staff, and intervenors filed aesgitint agreement to extend the current sharing messhavithout modification through
2017. On Sept. 18, 2014 the ALJ issued a finaldi@eiapproving the settlement agreement.

Recently Concluded Regulatory Proceedir— FERC

PSCo Transmission Formula Rate Cas— In April 2012, PSCo filed with the FERC to revisetwholesale transmission formula rates f
an HTY formula rate to a forecast transmission fdarrate and to establish formula ancillary servi@es. PSCo proposed that the formula
rates be updated annually to reflect changes its cesbject to a true-up. The request would ine&€8Co’s wholesale transmission and
ancillary services revenue by approximately $2.ioni annually. Various transmission customers @sted the filing. In June 2012, the
FERC issued an order accepting the proposed trasgmiand ancillary services formula rates, susipgritie increase to November 2012,
subject to refund, and setting the case for sedtigjudge or hearing procedures.

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

In December 2013, the FERC approved a partialesettht resolving all issues related to the April2@ansmission rate filing and June 2012
complaint other than ROE. The settlement does radérally increase 2014 transmission revenues.

In June 2014, PSCo and its transmission custoreached a settlement in principle to resolve the RS&e in the transmission rate filing
complaint. The settlement was filed in Septembdr2@nd in October 2014, the FERC ALJ granted P&@wtion to place interim rates into
effect using the settlement ROE beginning Oct.0Ll4&2 The FERC approved the settlement in Octob&4 20roviding a 9.72 percent ROE
effective retroactive to July 1, 2012 for the PSfamsmission formula rate. PSCo recorded a culiamitity for the refund obligation based
the settlement terms as of Sept. 30, 2014.

PSCo- Production Formula Rate ROE Complaint- In August 2013, PSCo’s wholesale production ausis filed a complaint with the
FERC, and requested it reduce the stated ROEsn@frgim 10.1 percent through 10.4 percent to 9é€régnt in the PSCo production sales
formula rates effective Sept. 1, 2013. In June 2@BICo and its wholesale customers reached arsetttén principle to resolve the complz
along with the pending transmission formula rateER@atters. The settlement was filed in Septemb#&#2and in October 2014, the FERC
ALJ granted PSCo a motion to place interim ratés @ffect using the settlement ROE beginning Oc201l4. The FERC approved the
settlement in October 2014, providing a 9.72 parBDE effective for the PSCo production formula r&8Co recorded a current liability 1
the refund obligation based on the settlement tasrSept. 30, 2014.
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SPS
Pending Regulatory Proceedin¢— Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT)

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

The rate filing was based on a HTY ending June 28¥8quested ROE of 10.40 percent , an electiechase of approximately $1.27 billion
and an equity ratio of 53.89 percent . The requesite increase reflected an increase in depreniatipense of approximately $16 million .

In September 2014, SPS, PUCT staff, and interveiiletsa non-unanimous settlement agreement, sutgd@UCT approval, which would
increase SPS’ rates by $37 million , or 3.5 perceatroactive to June 1, 2014. Starting Oct. 1LA22GPS began collecting the rate increase
through interim rates subject to refund. SPS expkectecover the rate increase for the months é dorough September through a separate
surcharge to be implemented by the first quart&0dfs. Based on the anticipated outcome of thecade, SPS recognized approximately
$13.3 million of revenue in the third quarter ofl20for the surcharge.

The settlement includes an ROE of 9.7 percentysételthe purpose of calculating the AFUDC and dweiaing baselines in future filings for
the TCRF. In October 2014, the ALJs approved tipeiksttion and recommended that SPS file to implentien surcharge following the
PUCT's final order. The PUCT is expected to ruldfansettlement in 2014.

Although the parties to the settlement agreemevd hat prepared a calculation of the $37 milliocréase and do not agree about which
specific costs are included, or not, in the agmetiement revenue requirement, SPS’ reconciliadfdts original request to the settlement
increase is as follows:

(Millions of Dollars) Settlement Agreement
Base rate increase request, January 2014 $ 81.t
Revisions for updated information (4.6)
Revised request, April 2014 76.€
Remove proposed increase in depreciation (16.0
Remove adjustment allocators for certain wholekeld reduction (22.0
Revised amortizations (rate case expenses, peastnpther post-employment benefits expense andogesale to

Lubbock) (9.0
Non-specified settlement adjustments (2.9
Settlement base rate increase $ 37.C

Electric, Purchased Gas and Resource Adjustment Clises

TCRF Rider — In November 2013, SPS filed with the PUCT to liempent the TCRF for Texas retail customers. Theested increase in
revenues was $13 million . The PUCT issued an aatiewing the TCRF to go into effect on an intefasis effective Jan. 1, 2014. In May
2014, the ALJ terminated the interim TCRF due setilement in principle being reached with intesnand the PUCT staff in the pending
Texas electric rate case. In July 2014, the PUGFayed the settlement agreement between the paitiwging SPS to recover $4 million
annually through the TCRF. In September 2014, SIB& & proposal with the PUCT to refund approxirha$3.7 million during November
2014 for interim rates collected in excess of thalfrates approved. PUCT approval of the refurpeisding. As of Sept. 30, 2014, SPS had
recorded an accrual for the proposed refund.

Recently Concluded Regulatory Proceedir— New Mexico Public Regulation Commission (NMPRC)
SPS— New Mexico 2014 Electric Rate Case In December 2012, SPS filed an electric rate aadeew Mexico with the NMPRC for an

increase in annual revenue of approximately $45l8omeffective in 2014. The rate filing was basad a 2014 forecast test year, a requested
ROE of 10.65 percent , an electric rate base 0@ ®million and an equity ratio of 53.89 percent .
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In September 2013, SPS filed rebuttal testimonyisieg its requested rate increase to $32.5 millibased on updated information and an
ROE of 10.25 percent . The request reflected a diadduel increase of $20.9 million , an increasader revenue of $12.1 million and a
decrease to other of $0.5 million .

In March 2014, the NMPRC approved an overall inseeaf approximately $33.1 million . The increasterts a base rate increase of $12.7
million and rider recovery of $18.1 million for rewable energy costs, both based on an ROE of @@@pt and an equity ratio of 53.89
percent . Final rates were effective April 5, 20t4April 2014, the New Mexico Attorney General (M@ ) filed a request for rehearing. The
rehearing request was denied by the NMPRC. In 2044, the NMAG filed an appeal of the NMPRC'’s détdathe New Mexico Supreme
Court. A decision is expected by the second quaft2016.

Pending Regulatory Proceedin— FERC

SPS— Wholesale Rate Complaints— In April 2012, Golden Spread Electric Cooperative. (Golden Spread), a wholesale cooperative
customer, filed a rate complaint alleging thatllhse ROE included in the SPS production formukao&tl0.25 percent , and the SPS
transmission base formula rate ROE of 10.77 percarg unjust and unreasonable. In July 2013, GoBjwead filed a second complaint,
again asking that the base ROE in the SPS prodtuatid transmission formula rates be reduced to&i®.65 percent , respectively.

In addition to the FERC order issued for the MISOERcomplaint previously mentioned, the FERC issurelérs in June 2014 consolidating
the Golden Spread ROE complaints and setting tloersettlement judge procedures and hearings anchited the parties should apply the
new ROE methodology to the proceedings. The FER&bkshed effective dates for the refunds as A20i12012 and July 19, 2013. The
complaints remain in settlement judge proceedings.

Golden Spread, along with certain New Mexico coapees and the West Texas Municipal Power Agernitaqd & third rate complaint on O
20, 2014, requesting that the base ROE in the $&fiption and transmission formula rates be redte®i61 percent and 9.11 percent ,
respectively. The complainants requested a reftfiedteve date of Oct. 20, 2014, and that the nempglaint be consolidated with the two
prior complaints. FERC action is pending.

SPS- 2004 FERC Complaint Case Orders— In August 2013, the FERC issued an order on rehgaelated to a 2004 complaint case
brought by Golden Spread and Public Service CompaMNew Mexico (PNM) and an Order on Initial Deoisiin a subsequent 2006
production rate case filed by SPS.

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

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

In September 2013, SPS filed a request for rehgafithe FERC ruling on the CP allocation and rdfdecisions. SPS asserted that the
FERC applied an improper burden of proof and thatgdent did not support retroactive refunds. PN8d eequested rehearing of the FERC
decision not to reverse its prior ruling.

In October 2013, the FERC issued orders furthesidening the requests for rehearing. These madtersurrently pending the FERC'’s
action. If unsuccessful in its rehearing requeB$ Svill have the opportunity to file rate caseswiite FERC and its retail jurisdictions seel
to change all customers to a 3 CP allocation method

As of Dec. 31, 2013, SPS had accrued $44.5 mititeted to the August 2013 Orders and an additi®4&l million of principal and interest

was accrued during the first nine months of 20khdihg the timing and resolution of this matteg &mnual impact to revenues through 2014
could be up to $6 million and decreasing to $4iomllon June 1, 2015.
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6. Commitments and Contingencie

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

Purchased Power Agreements (PP/

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

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

Guarantees and Indemnifications

Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsidiaries provide got#as and bond indemnities under specified agretsnoetransactions. The guarantees and
bond indemnities issued by Xcel Energy Inc. gu@amayment or performance by its subsidiaries. Aesalt, Xcel Energy Inc.’s exposure
under the guarantees and bond indemnities is hgsmuthe net liability of the relevant subsidiander the specified agreements or
transactions. Most of the guarantees and bond indiesissued by Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsid&limit the exposure to a maximum
amount stated in the guarantees and bond indesmniieof Sept. 30, 2014 and Dec. 31, 2013, XcelrgnInc. 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) Sept. 30, 2014 Dec. 31, 2013

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

Indemnification Agreement:

In connection with the sale of certain Texas ele¢tansmission assets to Sharyland Distributioth Bransmission Services, LLC in 2013,
SPS agreed to indemnify the purchaser for losssim@mout of any breach of the representationsraveies and covenants under the related
asset purchase agreement and for losses arisiraj oeittain other matters, including pre-closirapllities. SPSindemnification obligation |
capped at $37.1 million , in the aggregate. Theimdification provisions for most representationd aarranties expire in December 2014 .
The remaining representations and warranties, wigilgtie to due organization and transaction auwthtidn, survive indefinitely. As of Sept.
30, 2014 and Dec. 31, 2013, SPS has recordediar$llion liability related to this indemnity.

Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsidiaries provide inddmations through contracts entered into in thenmal course of business. These are
primarily indemnifications against adverse litigatioutcomes in connection with underwriting agrestsieas well as breaches of
representations and warranties, including corpagaigtence, transaction authorization and incomertatters with respect to assets sold. >
Energy Inc.’s and its subsidiariesbligations under these agreements may be limitéerms of duration and amount. The maximum pcdé
amount of future payments under these indemniticatcannot be reasonably estimated as the obligatednts of these indemnifications
often are not explicitly stated.
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Ashland Manufactured Gas Plant (MGP) Si— NSPWisconsin has been named a potentially respongéty (PRP) for contamination a
site in Ashland, Wis. The Ashland/Northern Statew/& Lakefront Superfund Site (the Ashland sitejudes property owned by NSP-
Wisconsin, which was a site previously 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 optrd 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) ésbits Record of Decision (ROD) in 2010, which d#xsss the preferred remedy the
EPA has selected for the cleanup of the Ashlard Bitr the Sediments at the Ashland Site, the R@feped remedy is a hybrid remedy
involving both dry excavation and wet conventiodaddging methodologies (the Hybrid Remedy). The R0 identifies the possibility of
wet conventional dredging only remedy for the Seatita (the Wet Dredge), contingent upon the compiedf a successful Wet Dredge pilot
study.

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

In October 2012, a settlement among the EPA, thecviisin Department of Natural Resources, the BadrRind Red Cliff Bands of the Le
Superior Tribe of Chippewa Indians and NSP-Wisaomss approved by the U.S. District Court for thestérn District of Wisconsin. This
settlement resolves claims against N®Rconsin for its alleged responsibility for thenediation of the Phase | Project Area. Under thmg
of the settlement, NS®¥isconsin agreed to perform the remediation ofRhase | Project Area, but does not admit any Iighilith respect t
the Ashland site. Demolition activities occurredhat Ashland site in 2013. The final design for $béd, including excavation and treatment
well as containment wall remedies was submittetti¢odEPA in April 2014 and work commenced in May 204 preliminary design for the
groundwater remedy was also submitted to the EP®pnil 2014 and those activities are expected tmm@nce in 2015. Based on these
updated designs, the cost estimate for the cleahtie Phase | Project Area is approximately $5fani, of which approximately $21
million has already been spent. The settlementralsolves claims by the federal, state and trilbait¢ées against NSP-Wisconsin for alleged
natural resource damages at the Ashland site, dmgjboth the Phase | Project Area and the Sedsnéreldwork to address the Phase |
Project Area at the Ashland site began at the €212 and continues.

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

million , with a potential deviation in such estited costs of up to 50 percent higher to 30 peroavier. In November 2013, NSP-Wisconsin
submitted a revised Wet Dredge pilot study workngdeoposal to the EPA. In May 2014, NSP-Wisconsiterd into a final administrative
order on consent for the Wet Dredge pilot studylie EPA. In September 2014, the EPA granted tansion of time to perform the pilot
2015.

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

At Sept. 30, 2014 and Dec. 31, 2013, NSP-Wiscohnathrecorded a liability of $106.9 million and $1®4nillion , respectively, for the
Ashland site based upon potential remediation @sigd costs together with estimated outside legdlcansultant costs; of which $25.4
million and $25.2 million , respectively, was cateied a current liability. NSP-Wisconsin's potehligbility, the actual cost of remediation
and the time frame over which the amounts may ket qua@ subject to change. NSP-Wisconsin also coesinio work to identify and access
state and federal funds to apply to the ultimateediation cost of the entire site. Unresolved issurefactors that could result in higher or
lower NSP-Wisconsin remediation costs for the Astilsite include the cleanup approach implementethfoSediments, which party
implements the cleanup, the timing of when therulgais implemented, potential contributions by otRRPs and whether federal or state
funding may be directed to help offset remediatiosts at the Ashland site.
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NSF-Wisconsin has deferred the estimated site remediabsts, as a regulatory asset, based on an aexipadhat the PSCW will continue
allow NSP-Wisconsin to recover payments for envinental remediation from its customers. The PSCWcbasistently authorized in NSP-
Wisconsin rates recovery of all remediation costslired at the Ashland site, and has authorizeavery of MGP remediation costs by other
Wisconsin utilities. External MGP remediation costs subject to deferral in the Wisconsin retailsgiction and are reviewed for prudenc
part of the Wisconsin retail rate case process.edad existing PSCW policy, utilities have recoderemediation costs for MGPs in natural
gas rates, amortized over a four - to six -yeaiopgeThe PSCW historically has not allowed utikti® recover their carrying costs on
unamortized regulatory assets for MGP remediation.

In the 2013 rate case decision, the PSCW recogtiieedotential magnitude of the future liabilityr the cleanup at the Ashland site and
granted an exception to its existing policy attbguest of NSP-Wisconsin. The elements of this gtkame include: (1) approval to begin
recovery of estimated Phase 1 Project costs begjron Jan. 1, 2013; (2) approval to amortize tlessienated costs over a ten -year period;
and (3) approval to apply a three percent carrgivgj to the unamortized regulatory asset. In tHel2@te case decision, the PSCW continued
the cost recovery treatment with respect to the8201d 2014 cleanup costs for the Phase | Projexda. Athe PSCW determined the timing of
the cleanup of the Sediments was uncertain anihéeldNSP-Wisconsin’s request to begin cost recofaryhis portion of the cleanup in

2014 rates. However, the PSCW allowed NSP-Wiscawsincrease its 2014 amortization expense relatdlde cleanup by an additional $1.1
million to offset the need for a rate decreasedHernatural gas utility.

Environmental Requirement

Water and waste

Federal Clean Water Act (CWA) Effluent LimitationSuidelines (ELG)— In June 2013, the EPA published a proposed ElL&fan power
plants that use coal, natural gas, oil or nucleatennals as fuel and discharge treated effluestitéace waters as well as utilipgvned landfills
that receive coal combustion residuals. The finkd s now expected in September 2015. Under theuproposed rule, facilities would
need to comply as soon as possible after July 20itho later than July 2022. The impact of this mn Xcel Energy is uncertain at this tir

Federal CWA Section 316(b}- Section 316(b) of the federal CWA requires thé\E® regulate cooling water intake structures teuas that
these structures reflect the best technology aMailfor minimizing adverse environmental impactatmatic species. The EPA published the
final 316(b) rule in August 2014. The rule presesltechnology for protecting fish that get stuckptant intake screens (known as
impingement) and describes a process for site-peeterminations by each state for sites thattrpustect the small aquatic organisms that
pass through the intake screens into the plantrapel/stems (known as entrainment). For Xcel Engiigse requirements will primarily
impact plants within the NSP-Minnesota serviceiti@ty. The timing of compliance with the requirentewill vary from plant-to-plant since
the new rule does not have a final compliance deadKcel Energy estimates the likely cost for céyimg with impingement requirements is
approximately $46 million with the majority needed NSP-Minnesota. Xcel Energy believes at least fdSP-Minnesota plants could be
required by state regulators to make improvementeduce entrainment. The exact cost of the emt&ith improvements is uncertain, but
could be up to $180 million depending on the outeahcertain entrainment studies and cost-beneéityses. Xcel Energy anticipates these
costs will be fully recoverable in rates.

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

Air

EPA Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Permitti— In 2011, new EPA permitting requirements becaffextve for GHG emissions of new and
modified large stationary sources, which were alie to the construction of new power plants avgroplant modifications that increase
emissions above a certain threshold. These rules weheld by the United States Court of AppealgHerDistrict of Columbia Circuit (D.C.
Circuit), but in June 2014 the U.S. Supreme Caawrersed the EPA’s GHG emission thresholds forghigiram. The Supreme Court decided
the EPA could not adopt GHG thresholds that woetglire permitting for new and modified large statiny sources. However, the Supreme
Court also decided if a new or modified stationsoyrce becomes subject to the permitting requirésritgnexceeding emission thresholds for
other pollutants, then GHG emissions may be evatlias part of the permitting process. Xcel Enesgyniable to determine the cost of
compliance with these new EPA requirements asnbisclear whether these requirements will applfutare changes at Xcel Energypowet
plants.
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GHG Emission Standard for Existing Sources- In June 2014, the EPA published its proposedanl&HG emission standards for existing
power plants. Comments are due to the EPA on D&Q014 and a final rule is anticipated in June 2Fdlowing adoption of the final rule,
states must develop implementation plans by Juté,20ith the possibility of an extension to Jund2@June 2018 if submitting a joint plan
with other states). Among other things, the progasée would require that state plans include eszdable measures to ensure emissions from
existing power plants in the state achieve the ERfate-specific interim (2020-2029) and final (@@®d thereafter) emission performance
targets. The plan will likely require additional esion reductions in states in which Xcel Energgrages. It is not possible to evaluate the
impact of existing source standards until the ERgulgates a final rule and states have adopteddpplicable state plans.

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

GHG NSPS for Modified and Reconstructed Power Plasat In June 2014, the EPA published a proposed N8&Saould apply to GHG
emissions from power plants that are modified oonstructed. A final rule is anticipated in Jund20A modification is a change to an
existing source that increases the maximum achievaurly rate of emissions. A reconstruction imead the replacement of components at a
unit to the extent that the capital cost of the mexmponents exceeds 50 percent of the capitaloé@st entirely new comparable unit. The
proposed standards would not require installatio@@S technology. Instead, the proposed standarcdofal-fired power plants would require
a combination of best operating practices and eqei upgrades. The proposal for gas-fired powertplaould require emissions standards
based on efficient combined cycle technology. Has possible to evaluate the impact of these pegstandards until the final requirements
are known. In addition, it is not clear whetherstheequirements, once adopted, would apply toduthanges at Xcel Energy’s power plants.

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

In August 2012, the D.C. Circuit vacated the CSA#R remanded it back to the EPA. The D.C. Cirdaitesl the EPA must continue
administering the Clean Air Interstate Rule (CApg€nding adoption of a valid replacement. In Ap€@lL2, the U.S. Supreme Court reversed
and remanded the case to the D.C. Circuit. Thee3u@iCourt held that the EPA’s rule design did riotate the Clean Air Act (CAA) and

that states had received adequate opportunityvtelale their own plans. Because the D.C. Circuitrtureed the CSAPR on two over-arching
issues, there are many other issues the D.C. Ciilnot rule on that will now need to be cons@kon remand. In June 2014, the EPA filed
a motion with the D.C. Circuit asking it to lifterstay of the CSAPR. The EPA requested the CSAP&RI2 compliance obligations be
imposed starting in January 2015. The D.C. Cirgtanted the EPA’s motion in October 2014. In additithe D.C. Circuit set a briefing
schedule and plans to hear arguments on the rergassues in the case in March 2015.

Multiple changes to the SPS system since 201 1swilktantially reduce estimated costs of complyiitg the CSAPR. These include the
addition of 700 MW of wind power, the constructi@hJones Units 3 and 4 to meet reserve requirenagmtprovide quick start capability,
reduced wholesale load and new PPAs, installatidfiGx combustion controls on Tolk Units 1 and 2 aodnpletion of certain transmission
projects. As a result, SPS estimates compliande twé CSAPR in 2015 will cost approximately $7 roiil .

NSF-Minnesota can operate within its CSAPR emissitmnalnce allocations, particularly given the cessatif coal operations at Black Dog
Units 3 and 4 in early 2015. NSP-Wisconsin can afgewithin its CSAPR emission allowance allocafimnSO,due to cessation of coal
combustion at Bay Front Unit 5. NSP-Wisconsin apéites compliance with the CSAPR for NOx in 201%tigh operational changes or
allowance purchases. CSAPR compliance in 2015tisxpected to have a material impact on the resfibperations, financial position or
cash flows.

The EPA will begin to administer the CSAPR in 20Wbjch will replace the CAIR. In 2014, Xcel Energypects to comply with the CAIR
described below.
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CAIR — In 2005, the EPA issued the CAIR to further regelSO,and NOx emissions. The CAIR applies to Texas ansc@fisin. The CAll
does not currently apply to Minnesota.

Under the CAIR’s cap and trade structure, compaza@scomply through capital investments in emissiomtrols or purchase of emission
allowances from other utilities making reductiomstbeir systems. NSP-Wisconsin purchased allowainc2812 and 2013 and plans to
continue to purchase allowances in 2014 to comijitly the CAIR. In the SPS region, installation ofvitNOx combustion control technology
was completed in 2012 on Tolk Unit 1 and in 2014Toik Unit 2. These installations will reduce oinghate SPS’ need to purchase NOx
emission allowances. At Sept. 30, 2014, the estichabnual CAIR NOx allowance cost for Xcel Energyribt have a material impact on the
results of operations, financial position or cadslwt. SPS has sufficient S@llowances to comply with the CAIR through 2015.

Regional Haze Rule— The regional haze program is designed to addvetsspread, regionally homogeneous haze that sesain
emissions from a multitude of sources. In 2005 ER& amended the best available retrofit technol@ART) requirements of its regional
haze rules, which require the installation and apen of emission controls for industrial facilgiemitting air pollutants that reduce visibility
in certain national parks and wilderness areathdir first regional haze state implementation {&tP), Colorado, Minnesota and Texas
identified the Xcel Energy facilities that will hato reduce S@, NOx and PM emissions under BART and set emisdionts for those
facilities.

PSCo

In 2011, the Colorado Air Quality Control Commissiapproved a SIP (the Colorado SIP) that incluttedd@ACJA emission reduction plan
as satisfying regional haze requirements for thditias included in the CACJA plan. In additiohgtColorado SIP included a BART
determination for Comanche Units 1 and 2. The EPgr@aved the Colorado SIP in 2012. Emission contblhe Hayden and Pawnee plants
are projected to cost $360.5 million and are exgrbtt be installed between 2014 and 2017. PSCoipatts these costs will be fully
recoverable in rates.

In March 2013, WildEarth Guardians petitioned th& \.Court of Appeals for the FTCircuit to review the EPA’s decision approving the
Colorado SIP. WildEarth Guardians has stated itehidllenge the BART determination made for Comandhits 1 and 2. In comments
before the EPA, WildEarth Guardians urged thatentremission limitations be made more stringerthat selective catalytic reduction (SC
be added to the units. In September 2014, the HBAd request with the Court to remand the caskedPA for additional explanation of
the EPA'’s decision approving the BART determinafienComanche Units 1 and 2. On Oct. 6, 2014, tberCgranted the EPA’s request and
vacated the current briefing schedule. The EPA mprtide a status update to the Court within 30sday

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

NSF-Minnesota

In 2009, the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (@¥) approved a SIP (the Minnesota SIP) and subdhitte the EPA for approval. The
MPCA's source-specific BART limits for Sherco Unitsand 2 require combustion controls for NOx ardisicer upgrades for SO The
MPCA concluded SCRs should not be required becdagsminor visibility benefits derived from SCRs dlat outweigh the substantial costs.
The combustion controls have been installed and¢hgbber upgrades, to be completed by January, 208 inderway. These emission
controls are projected to cost approximately $5lliani, of which $45.8 million has already been sp@& SP-Minnesota anticipates these
costs will be fully recoverable in rates.

After the CSAPR was adopted in 2011, the MPCA seipeinted its Minnesota SIP, determining that CSARRtmMBART requirements, but
also implementing its source-specific BART deteration for Sherco Units 1 and 2 from the 2009 MiroiasSIP. In June 2012, the EPA
approved the Minnesota SIP for electric generatimi¢gs (EGUs) and also approved the source-spegifission limits for Sherco Units 1 and
2 as strengthening the Minnesota SIP, but avoittadacterizing them as BART limits.
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In August 2012, the National Parks Conservationo&iggion, Sierra Club, Voyageurs National Park Assion, Friends of the Boundary
Waters Wilderness, Minnesota Center for Environmlefditivocacy and Fresh Energy appealed the BRfproval of the Minnesota SIP to
U.S. Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit (Eig€ircuit). NSP-Minnesota and other regulated pantvere denied intervention. In June
2013, the Eighth Circuit ordered this case to Hd leeabeyance until the U.S. Supreme Court dectdedCSAPR case. In October 2014, the
Eighth Circuit set a briefing schedule. The cadélve briefed by early 2015. An argument date hatsbeen set. If this litigation ultimately
results in further EPA proceedings concerning thendsota SIP, such proceedings may consider wh&@BRs should be required for Sherco
Units 1 and 2.

SPS

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

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

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

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

In June 2014, the EPA and the plaintiffs lodgedm@sent decree with the District Court. The conslectee recites it will be subject to public
comment. The EPA will then evaluate comments anerdene whether to enter the consent decree wittbibtrict Court. The consent dec
establishes a schedule whereby the EPA would sgueposal on Feb. 27, 2015, determining whethgbility impairment in the national
parks is reasonably attributable to Sherco Unésd 2. If the EPA determines that it is, the cohsearee requires the EPA to make a final
RAVI BART determination for these units by Aug. 2015. If the EPA determines that it is not, theAB#uld not determine BART for
Sherco Units 1 and 2. NSP-Minnesota filed commepfmosing the proposed consent decree and will bimets entry given NSP-
Minnesota’s right to intervene in the litigationcathus participate in the negotiation of any putpdisettlement of the case.

Revisions to National Ambient Air Quality StandardSlIAAQS) for PM— In December 2012, the EPA lowered the primanjthdzased
NAAQS for annual average fine PM and retained timeent daily standard for fine PM. In areas wheoeDEnergy operates power plar
current monitored air concentrations are belowl¢lel of the final annual primary standard. In AegR014, EPA issued its proposed
designations, which did not include areas in aatestin which Xcel Energy operates. The EPA is etgukto finalize its designation of non-
compliant locations by December 2014. States wthéd study the sources of the nonattainment ana:realission reduction plans to attain
the standards. It is not possible to evaluaterttgact of this regulation further until the finalsignations have been made.
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Legal Contingencies

Xcel Energy is involved in various litigation matiehat are being defended and handled in the arglicourse of business. The assessment o
whether a loss is probable or is a reasonable lgtigsiand whether the loss or a range of lossssmable, often involves a series of complex
judgments about future events. Management maingosials for such losses that are probable ofeturred and subject to reasone
estimation. Management is sometimes unable to astian amount or range of a reasonably possibd@riasertain situations, including but

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

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-Minnesota’ssitit to terminate the agreements
was based in part on enXco’s nonperformance oaitedther conditions, including failure to obtaiartificate of Site Compatibility and the
failure to close on the contracts by an agreed wate of March 31, 2011. In May 2011 enXco fileldwsuit in the U.S. District Court in
Minnesota seeking approximately $240 million foredleged breach of contract. In April 2013, the LD&trict Court granted NSP-
Minnesota’s motion for summary judgment and ent¢guddment in its favor. enXco subsequently appetdetie Eighth Circuit, which
affirmed the U.S. District Court’s decision in J@914. enXco has elected not to challenge thissa@ctivithin the required time period which
brings this matter to a close.

Exelon Wind (formerly John Deere Wind) Complail — Several lawsuits in Texas state and federal caundsregulatory proceedings hs
arisen out of a dispute concerning SPS’ paymemtsrfergy and capacity produced from the Exelon Vginukidiaries’ projects. There aveo
main areas of dispute. First, Exelon Wind clainat thestablished legally enforceable obligatidns@s) for each of its 12 wind facilities in
2005 through 2008 that require SPS to buy powezdas SPS’ forecasted avoided cost as determin2@05 through 2008. Although SPS
has refused to accept Exelon Wind's LEOs, SPS &stleat it must take energy from Exelon Wind un8BS’ PUCT-approved Qualifying
Facilities (QF) Tariff. Second, Exelon Wind hasseal various challenges to SPS’ PUCT-approved Qf,ahich became effective in
August 2010. The state and federal lawsuits andlaggry proceedings are in various stages of litiga On Sept. 8, 2014, the Fifth Circuit
Court of Appeals (Fifth Circuit) ruled that fedecalurts do not have jurisdiction to hear Exelon tk&rchallenge to the PUCT's decision that
Exelon Wind is ineligible to establish LEOs for thig wind facilities that were the subject of the®T's order. The Fifth Circuit also ruled
that the PUCT’s requirement that only QF’s provglfirm energy are eligible to establish LEOs isdiaExelon Wind filed a motion for
rehearing with the Fifth Circuit on Sept. 22, 200h Oct. 10, 2014, the Fifth Circuit denied ExeWind’s motion for rehearing. SPS belie
the likelihood of loss in these lawsuits and praiiegs is remote based primarily on existing casedad while it is not possible to estimate
the amount or range of reasonably possible lofiseirevent of an adverse outcome, SPS believesi@selvould not be material based upon
its belief that it would be permitted to recovecBcosts, if needed, through its various fuel damgchanisms. No accrual has been recorded
for this matter.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Nuclear Power Operations and Waste Dispo

Nuclear Waste Disposal Litigatio— In 1998, NSP-Minnesota filed a complaint in the WC8urt of Federal Claims against the United States
requesting breach of contract damages for the D@ilige to begin accepting spent nuclear fuel &y. B1, 1998, as required by the contract
between the United States and NSP-Minnesota. NSddbta sought contract damages in this lawswtitir Dec. 31, 2004. In September
2007, the Court awarded NSP-Minnesota $116.5 milliodamages. In August 2007, NSP-Minnesota filsgd@nd complaint; this lawsuit
claimed damages for the period Jan. 1, 2005 thr@egh 31, 2008.
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In July 2011, the United States and NSP-Minnesptaeted a settlement agreement resolving both igsyguroviding an initial $100 million
payment from the United States to NSP-Minnesotd,maviding a method by which NSP-Minnesota camvec its spent fuel storage costs
through 2013, estimated to be an additional $100omi. In January 2014, the United States proppaed NSP-Minnesota accepted, an
extension to the settlement agreement which wiMaNSP-Minnesota to recover spent fuel storagésabsough 2016. The extension does
not address costs for used fuel storage after 2018 costs could be the subject of future litmatNSP-Minnesota has received a total of
$181.9 million of settlement proceeds as of Sept2B14 . NSP-Minnesota’s next claim submissiorth@amount of $33.6 millionwas filec
May 15, 2014, for costs incurred in 2013. In Aug2Bt4, the DOE accepted the claim for $32.8 milkowl NSP-Minnesota expects to
receive payment in November 2014. Amounts receir@d the installments, except for approved redungtisuch as legal costs, will be
subsequently returned to customers through a rieduact future rate increases or credited througbtlaer regulatory mechanism.

7. Borrowings and Other Financing Instruments

Short-Term Borrowings

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

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

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

Three Months Ended Twelve Months Ended
(Amounts in Millions, Except Interest Rates) Sept. 30, 2014 Dec. 31, 2013
Borrowing limit $ 2,45 % 2,45(
Amount outstanding at period end 697 75¢
Average amount outstanding 73C 481
Maximum amount outstanding 894 1,16(C
Weighted average interest rate, computed on a Hasgis 0.3% 0.31%
Weighted average interest rate at period end 0.3¢ 0.2t

Letters of Credil — Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsidiaries use lettérsredit, generally with terms of one year , toyide financial
guarantees for certain operating obligations. AitS&0, 2014 and Dec. 31, 2013, there were $71lllomand $47.8 million of letters of
credit outstanding, respectively, under the crisdiilities. The contract amounts of these lettdrsredit approximate their fair value and are
subject to fees.

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

At Sept. 30, 2014 , Xcel Energy Inc. and its wtiBubsidiaries had the following committed creditifities available:

(Millions of Dollars) Credit Facility @ Drawn © Available

Xcel Energy Inc. $ 800.C $ 436.C $ 364.(

PSCo 700.( 259.t 440.5

NSP-Minnesota 500.( 23.¢ 476.1

SPS 300.( 41.C 259.(

NSP-Wisconsin 150.( 8.C 142.C
Total $ 2,450.( $ 768.« $ 1,681.¢

@ These credit facilities have been amended to ekpi@ctober 201
®) " Includes outstanding commercial paper and lettecsenlit
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All credit facility bank borrowings, outstandingtiers of credit and outstanding commercial papeuce the available capacity under the
respective credit facilities. Xcel Energy Inc. dtelsubsidiaries had no direct advances on thatdeedlities outstanding at Sept. 30, 2044dd
Dec. 31, 2013.

Amended Credit Agreemen— On Oct. 14, 2014 , Xcel Energy Inc., NSP-Minnestt8P-Wisconsin, PSCo and SPS entered into amende
five -year credit agreements with a syndicate oiksaThe amended credit agreements have subshaitt@alsame terms and conditions as the
prior credit agreements with an extension of matdrom July 2017 to October 2019. In addition, berowing limit for Xcel Energy Inc. h
been increased to $1 billion from $800 million ahd borrowing limit for SPS has been increased4@0$million from $300 million . As a
result, the total borrowing limit under the amendeetit agreements increased to $2.75 billion f&25 billion . The Eurodollar borrowing
margins on these lines of credit range from 87.5/6 basis points per year based on applicabletienmg credit ratings. The commitment

fees, calculated on the unused portion of the lagfesedit, range from 7.5 to 27.5 basis pointsygar, also based on applicable long-term
credit ratings.

Xcel Energy Inc. and its utility subsidiaries, atfigan NSP-Wisconsin, have the right to requesbdansion of the revolving termination date
for two additional one -year periods, and NSP-Wisto has the right to request an extension ofeékelving termination date for an
additional one -year period, each subject to migjdrank group approval.

Long-Term Borrowings and Other Financing Instruments
During the nine months ended Sept. 30, 2014 , Koekgy Inc. and its utility subsidiaries completie following bond issuances:

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

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

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

In connection with SPS’ issuance of $150 milliorBA30 percent first mortgage bonds due June 1% 28PS issued $250 million of
collateral 8.75 percent first mortgage bonds due. Re2018o0 the trustee under its senior unsecured indelmuseder to secure its previou
issued Series G Senior Notes, 8.75 percent duelD@618 , equally and ratably with SPS’ first ngage bonds as required by the terms of
such Series G Senior Notes.

Issuances of Common Sto— Xcel Energy Inc. issued approximately 5.7 millidrages of common stock through an at-the-market (ATM
program and received cash proceeds of $172.7 mitiei of $1.9 million in fees and commissions datine first six months of 2014. During
the year ended Dec. 31, 2013, Xcel Energy Incegspproximately 7.7 million shares of common stilwkugh this program and received
cash proceeds of $222.7 million net of $2.7 milliodees and commissions. Xcel Energy completeAT program as of June 30, 2014.
The proceeds from the issuances of common stock ussd to repay short-term debt, infuse equity imoutility subsidiaries and for other
general corporate purposes.

8. Fair Value of Financial Assets and Liabilitie:

Fair Value Measurements

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

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

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

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

Level 3— Significant inputs to pricing have little or no @pgability as of the reporting date. The typessxfeds and liabilities

included in Level 3 are those valued with modetginéng significant management judgment or estiorati
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Specific valuation methods include the following:

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

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

a Level 3.

Investments in debt securiti— Fair values for debt securities are determined thyrd party pricing service using recent tradeg 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 assija Level 2. When contractual settlements
extend to periods beyond those readily observablective exchanges or quoted by brokers, the sigimi€e of the use of less observable
forecasts of long-term forward prices and volatiston a valuation is evaluated, and may resuleirel 3 classification.

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

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

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

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

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

Unrealized gains for the nuclear decommissionimgifwere $287.5 million and $240.3 million at S&ft, 2014 and Dec. 31, 2013,
respectively, and unrealized losses and amountsded as other-than-temporary impairments were8ds#lion and $58.5 million at Sept.
30, 2014 and Dec. 31, 2013, respectively.

The following tables present the cost and fair gafiXcel Energy’s non-derivative instruments wiglcurring fair value measurements in the
nuclear decommissioning fund at Sept. 30, 20140ed 31, 2013 :

Sept. 30, 2014

Fair Value
(Thousands of Dollars) Cost Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Total
Nuclear decommissioning fund®
Cash equivalents $ 14,97: $ 14,97: $ — — 3 14,97:
Commingled funds 469,60t — 471,38t — 471,38t
International equity funds 78,81: — 85,85t — 85,85¢
Private equity investments 74,22 — — 97,00« 97,00¢
Real estate 45,07¢ — — 63,97! 63,97
Debt securities:
Government securities 34,37¢ — 29,72¢ — 29,72¢
U.S. corporate bonds 80,19¢ — 79,24¢ — 79,24¢
International corporate bonds 17,69¢ — 17,61 — 17,61
Municipal bonds 235,75: — 240,90 — 240,90
Asset-backed securities 9,22¢ — 9,34 — 9,34
Mortgage-backed securities 23,55¢ — 23,69¢ — 23,69¢
Equity securities:
Common stock 377,28 555,71: — — 555,71:
Total $ 1,460,770 $ 570,68! $ 957,78. % 160,97 $ 1,689,44.

®  Reported in nuclear decommissioning fund and dthastments on the consolidated balance sheethvetiso includes $84.5 million of equity investmeints
unconsolidated subsidiaries and $43.0 million afaeilaneous investments.
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Dec. 31, 2013
Fair Value
(Thousands of Dollars) Cost Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Total
Nuclear decommissioning fund®
Cash equivalents $ 33,28. $ 33,28. $ — — 3 33,28
Commingled funds 457,98t — 452,22 — 452,22
International equity funds 78,81: — 81,67: — 81,67
Private equity investments 52,14: — — 62,69¢ 62,69¢
Real estate 45,56¢ — — 57,36¢ 57,36¢
Debt securities:
Government securities 34,30¢ — 27,62¢ — 27,62¢
U.S. corporate bonds 80,27 — 83,53¢ — 83,53¢
International corporate bonds 15,02t — 15,35¢ — 15,35¢
Municipal bonds 241,11. — 232,01t — 232,01¢
Equity securities:
Common stock 406,69! 581,24. — — 581,24:
Total $ 144519 % 614,52: $ 892,43t $ 120,06c $ 1,627,02

®  Reported in nuclear decommissioning fund and dthastments on the consolidated balance sheethvetiso includes $87.1 million of equity investmeints
unconsolidated subsidiaries and $41.9 million cfaeilaneous investments.

The following tables present the changes in Levall@ear decommissioning fund investments for ke and nine months ended Sept. 30,
2014 and 2013:

Gains
Recognized as
Regulatory Transfers Out of
(Thousands of Dollars) July 1, 2014 Purchases Settlements Liabilities Level 3 Sept. 30, 2014
Private equity investments $ 81,12 $ 11,128 % — 4,75¢ $ — 3 97,00/
Real estate 65,65¢ 1,53( (5,876 2,66 — 63,97:
Total $ 146,78: $ 12,65 $ (5,87¢) $ 7417 % — 3 160,97
Gains
Recognized as
Regulatory Transfers Out of
(Thousands of Dollars) July 1, 2013 Purchases Settlements Liabilities Level 3 Sept. 30, 2013
Private equity investments $ 4559( $ 6,79C $ — 94 $ — 3 52,47
Real estate 38,14( 11,28¢ — 1,92¢ — 51,35¢
Total $ 83,73( $ 18,07¢ $ — % 2,02: $ — $ 103,83(
Gains
Recognized as
Regulatory Transfers Out of
(Thousands of Dollars) Jan. 1, 2014 Purchases Settlements Liabilities Level 3 Sept. 30, 2014
Private equity investments $ 62,69t $ 22,07¢  $ — 12,23( % — 3 97,00/
Real estate 57,36¢ 5,38¢ (5,876 7,09t — 63,97:
Total $ 120,06: $ 27,46 $ (5,87¢) $ 19,32 % — % 160,97"
Gains
Recognized as
Regulatory Transfers Out of
(Thousands of Dollars) Jan. 1, 2013 Purchases Settlements Liabilities Level 3@ Sept. 30, 2013
Private equity investments $ 33,25( $ 15,34« % — 3,88( $ — 3 52,47
Real estate 39,07 18,10¢ (9,027 3,19¢ — 51,35¢
Asset-backed securities 2,061 — — — (2,067) —
Mortgage-backed securities 30,20¢ — — — (30,209 —

Total $ 10460( $  3345( $ (9,029 $ 707¢ $ (32270 $ 103,83




®  Transfers out of Level 3 into Level 2 were prindipaue to diminished use of unobservable inputd there previously significant to these fair valmeasurement
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The following table summarizes the final contrattaturity dates of the debt securities in the aacldecommissioning fund, by asset class,
at Sept. 30, 2014 :

Final Contractual Maturity

Duein 1 Year Dueinlto5 Duein5to 10 Due after 10

(Thousands of Dollars) or Less Years Years Years Total
Government securities $ — % — % — 3 29,72¢ $  29,72¢
U.S. corporate bonds 303 15,87¢ 62,98 82 79,24¢
International corporate bonds — 4,26¢ 13,347 — 17,61:
Municipal bonds 807 34,18¢ 41,74« 164,16 240,90°
Asset-backed securities — — 3,54¢ 5,801 9,341
Mortgage-backed securities — — — 23,69¢ 23,69¢

Debt securities $ 1,11C $ 54,33. $ 121,62. $ 223,47 $ 400,53

Derivative Instruments Fair Value Measuremen

Xcel Energy enters into derivative instruments|uding forward contracts, futures, swaps and ogtiéor 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 pricem@ specified benchmark interest rate for an gdteid debt issuance for a specific period.
These derivative instruments are generally deséghas cash flow hedges for accounting purposes.

At Sept. 30, 2014 , accumulated other comprehenesses related to interest rate derivatives iredud2.4 million of net losses expected to
be reclassified into earnings during the next 12tin® as the related hedged interest rate transadtigpact earnings, including forecasted
amounts for any unsettled hedges.

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

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

At Sept. 30, 2014 , Xcel Energy had various vehfigtd contracts designated as cash flow hedgesdixtg through December 2016. Xcel
Energy also enters into derivative instruments thiéigate commaodity price risk on behalf of electind natural gas customers but are not
designated as qualifying hedging transactions. Gésum the fair value of non-trading commodity detive instruments are recorded in other
comprehensive income or deferred as a regulat@st as liability. The classification as a regulgtasset or liability is based on commission
approved regulatory recovery mechanisms. Xcel Bnergorded immaterial amounts to income relatetieaneffectiveness of cash flow
hedges for the three and nine months ended Se®03@ and 2013 .

At Sept. 30, 2014 , net gains related to commadktyvative cash flow hedges recorded as a compafemcumulated other comprehensive
losses included an immaterial amount of net gaipeeted to be reclassified into earnings duringniieet 12 months as the hedged
transactions occur.

Additionally, Xcel Energy enters into commodity detive instruments for trading purposes not disetlated to commaodity price risks

associated with serving its electric and natural@astomers. Changes in the fair value of thesermdity derivatives are recorded in electric
operating revenues, net of amounts credited tomests under margin-sharing mechanisms.
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The following table details the gross notional amswf commodity forwards, options and FTRs at Sépt2014 and Dec. 31, 2013 :

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

Megawatt hours of electricity 74,91: 58,42:
Million British thermal units of natural gas 18,48: 9,85¢
Gallons of vehicle fuel 332 482

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

The following tables detail the impact of derivatiactivity during the three and nine months endsat. 30, 2014 and 2013, on accumulated
other comprehensive loss, regulatory assets abititiss, and income:

Three Months Ended Sept. 30, 2014

Pre-Tax Fair Value Gains (Losses) Pre-Tax (Gains) Losses Reclassified into
Recognized During the Period in: Income During the Period from: Pre-Tax Gains
Regulatory Regulatory (Losses) Recognized
Accumulated Other (Assets) and Accumulated Other Assets and During the Period in
(Thousands of Dollars) Comprehensive Loss Liabilities Comprehensive Loss (Liabilities) Income
Derivatives designated as cash
flow hedges
Interest rate $ — % — % 967 @ — $ —
Vehicle fuel and other
commodity (69 — (1€) ® — —
Total $ (69 $ — $ 951 $ = $ —
Other derivative instruments
Commodity trading $ — $ — $ — $ — $ (1,65€ ©
Electric commodity — (3,399 — 6,62¢ @ —
Natural gas commodity — (2,455 — — (20¢) @
Total $ — $ (5,84¢) $ — $ 6,62¢ $ (1,865
Nine Months Ended Sept. 30, 2014
Pre-Tax Fair Value Gains (Losses) Pre-Tax (Gains) Losses Reclassified into
Recognized During the Period in: Income During the Period from: Pre-Tax Gains
Regulatory Regulatory (Losses) Recognized
Accumulated Other (Assets) and Accumulated Other Assets and During the Period in
(Thousands of Dollars) Comprehensive Loss Liabilities Comprehensive Loss (Liabilities) Income
Derivatives designated as cash
flow hedges
Interest rate $ — % — % 2,86¢ @ § — $ —
Vehicle fuel and other
commodity (56) — (61) ® — —
Total $ (6 $ — $ 2,80¢ $ — $ —
Other derivative instruments
Commodity trading $ — — = $ — $ 1,266 ©
Electric commodity — (17,240 — (18,647 @ —
Natural gas commodity — 13,60: — (18,84() © (5,575 ©
Other commodity — — — — 64z ©
Total $ = $ (3,639) $ = $ (37,487 $ (3,66¢€)
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Three Months Ended Sept. 30, 2013

Pre-Tax Fair Value Gains (Losses) Pre-Tax (Gains) Losses Reclassified into
Recognized During the Period in: Income During the Period from: Pre-Tax Gains
Regulatory Regulatory Recognized
Accumulated Other (Assets) and Accumulated Other Assets and During the Period in
(Thousands of Dollars) Comprehensive Loss Liabilities Comprehensive Loss (Liabilities) Income
Derivatives designated as cash
flow hedges
Interest rate $ — $ — $ 82¢ @ ¢ _ $ _
Vehicle fuel and other
commodity 36 — (24) ® — —
Total $ 36 $ = $ 80¢ $ = $ =
Other derivative instruments
Commodity trading $ — $ — $ — $ — $ 7,09¢ ©
Electric commodity — 921 — (9,829 @ —
Natural gas commodity — (1,967 — — 12 @
Total $ — $ (1,04¢) $ — $ (9,829 $ 7,10¢
Nine Months Ended Sept. 30, 2013
Pre-Tax Fair Value Gains (Losses) Pre-Tax (Gains) Losses Reclassified into
Recognized During the Period in: Income During the Period from: Pre-Tax Gains
Regulatory Regulatory (Losses) Recognized
Accumulated Other (Assets) and Accumulated Other Assets and During the Period in
(Thousands of Dollars) Comprehensive Loss Liabilities Comprehensive Loss (Liabilities) Income
Derivatives designated as cash
flow hedges
Interest rate $ — % — % 3,14C @  § — $ —
Vehicle fuel and other
commodity 11 — (67) ® — —
Total $ a1y $ — $ 3,07¢ $ — $ —
Other derivative instruments
Commodity trading $ — — = $ — $ 9,37: ©
Electric commodity — 61,31 — (38,81¢ @ —
Natural gas commodity — (5,34)) — 9 ® (21€) @
Total $ — $ 55,97: $ — $ (38,807 $ 9,15¢

@ Amounts are recorded to interest char

®  Amounts are recorded to O&M expen:

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

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

©  Amounts for the nine months ended Sept. 30, 2084843 included immaterial settlement losses oivalives entered to mitigate natural gas price faskelectric
generation, recorded to electric fuel and purch@ssekr, subject to cosecovery mechanisms and reclassified to a regylasset, as appropriate. The remaining deriv
settlement gains and losses for the nine monthade8dpt. 30, 2014 and 2013 relate to natural gaiatipns and are recorded to cost of natural gdsasal transported.
These gains and losses are subject to cost-recmesizanisms and reclassified out of income to aladgry asset or liability, as appropriate.

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

Consideration of Credit Risk and Concentrations Xeel Energy continuously monitors the creditworthsa of the counterparties to its
interest rate derivatives and commodity derivatiatracts prior to settlement, and assesses eacltecparty’s ability to perform on the
transactions set forth in the contracts. Givendssessment, as well as an assessment of the iofpéatl 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, when necesdagyadtivity with a specific counterparty is limitadtil credit enhancement is provided.
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Xcel Energy’s utility subsidiaries’ most signifidaroncentrations of credit risk with particulariéiss or industries are contracts with
counterparties to their wholesale, trading and mading commodity and transmission activities. ApS 30, 2014 , four of Xcel Energy’s 10
most significant counterparties for these actisiteomprising $48.8 million or 16 percent of thisdit exposure, had investment grade credit
ratings from Standard & Poor’s Ratings Servicesptos Investor Services (Moody's) or Fitch Ratingiee remaining six significant
counterparties, comprising $75.0 million or 25 mertcof this credit exposure, were not rated bydtagencies, but based on Xcel Energy’s
internal analysis, had credit quality consisterthvimvestment grade. All 10 of these significanticerparties are RTOs, municipal or
cooperative electric entities or other utilities.

Credit Related Contingent Features —Contract provisions for derivative instruments ttiet utility subsidiaries enter, including those
recorded to the consolidated balance sheet atdhie, as well as those accounted for as normahaise-normal sale contracts and therefore
not reflected on the balance sheet, may requirealkting of collateral or settlement of the contisdor various reasons, including if the
applicable utility subsidiary is unable to maintémcredit ratings. At Sept. 30, 2014 , there wasalerivative instruments in a liability
position that would have required the posting dfateral or settlement of applicable outstandingtcacts if the credit ratings of Xcel Energy
Inc.’s utility subsidiaries were downgraded belowedstment grade. If the credit ratings of Xcel Eydnc.’s utility subsidiaries were
downgraded below investment grade at Dec. 31, 20dr3yative instruments reflected in a $1.4 millgnoss liability position on the
consolidated balance sheets at Dec. 31, 2013, wad required Xcel Energy Inc.’s utility subsidisrto post collateral or settle applicable
outstanding contracts, including other contractgestt to master netting agreements, which woulcehragulted in payments of $1.4 million .
At Sept. 30, 2014 and Dec. 31, 2013, there wasohiateral posted on these specific contracts.

Certain derivative instruments are also subjecbotttract provisions that contain adequate assuralaases. These provisions allow
counterparties to seek performance assurancedingleash collateral, in the event that a givelitygubsidiary’s ability to fulfill its
contractual obligations is reasonably expectecktaripaired. Xcel Energy had no collateral postéatee to adequate assurance clauses in
derivative contracts as of Sept. 30, 2014 and B&c2013 .
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Recurring Fair Value Measurement— The following table presents for each of the failue hierarchy levels, Xcel Energy’s derivative
assets and liabilities measured at fair value metarring basis at Sept. 30, 2014 :

Sept. 30, 2014

Fair Value Fair Value Counterparty
(Thousands of Dollars) Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Total Netting ©® Total
Current derivative assets
Derivatives designated as cash flow hedges:
Vehicle fuel and other commodity — 4 — 4 3 $ 1
Other derivative instruments:
Commodity trading — 18,91 4,60¢ 23,52: (5,395 18,12¢
Electric commodity — — 86,70¢ 86,70¢ (17,68% 69,02¢
Natural gas commodity — 10,05: — 10,05: (74) 9,977
Total current derivative assets — 28,967 91,317 120,28 (23,15) 97,12;
PPAs® 23,521
Current derivative instruments $ 120,65
Noncurrent derivative assets
Derivatives designated as cash flow hedges:
Other derivative instruments:
Commodity trading — 13,26¢ — 13,26¢ (2,409 $ 10,86:
Total noncurrent derivative assets — 13,26¢ — 13,26¢ (2,409¢) 10,86:
PPAs® 42,71¢
Noncurrent derivative instruments $ 53,57%
Current derivative liabilities
Derivatives designated as cash flow hedges:
Vehicle fuel and other commodity — 3 — 3 3 $ —
Other derivative instruments:
Commodity trading — 9,75¢ — 9,75¢ (9,337 427
Electric commodity — — 17,68¢ 17,68¢ (17,685 —
Natural gas commodity — 74 — 74 (74) —
Total current derivative liabilities = 9,83¢ 17,68¢ 27,52: (27,099 427
PPAs® 22,50z
Current derivative instruments $ 22,92¢
Noncurrent derivative liabilities
Derivatives designated as cash flow hedges:
Vehicle fuel and other commodity — 5 — 5 — 5
Other derivative instruments:
Commodity trading — 3,06¢ — 3,06¢ (2,409 65€
Natural gas commodity — 71 — 71 — 71
Total noncurrent derivative liabilities — 3,147 — 3,14: (2,409 734
PPAs® 186,71
Noncurrent derivative instruments $ 187,44

® 1n 2003, as a result of implementing new guidantéhe normal purchase exception for derivative anting, Xcel Energy began recording several lomgttBPAs at fair
value due to accounting requirements related t@ulyidg price adjustments. As these purchasesea®/ered through normal regulatory recovery meamasin the

respective jurisdictions, the changes in fair vdbrehese contracts were offset by regulatorytassed liabilities. During 2006, Xcel Energy quiald these contracts under

the normal purchase exception. Based on this dgatiifn, the contracts are no longer adjusteditosédue and the previous carrying value of thesetracts will be
amortized over the remaining contract lives alotitty the offsetting regulatory assets and liabiitie

®  Xcel Energy nets derivative instruments and relatgtteral in its consolidated balance sheet whaported by a legally enforceable master nettirgeanent, and all
derivative instruments and related collateral ant®urere subject to master netting agreements at 38014 . At Sept. 30, 2014 , derivative asartsliabilities include
no obligations to return cash collateral and thats to reclaim cash collateral of $3.9 millionhelcounterparty netting amounts presented exclettlersent receivables
and payables and non-derivative amounts that maylbect to the same master netting agreements.
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The following table presents for each of the failue hierarchy levels, Xcel Energy’s derivativeeassnd liabilities measured at fair value on
a recurring basis at Dec. 31, 2013:

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

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

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

Three Months Ended Sept. 30

(Thousands of Dollars) 2014 2013
Balance at July 1 $ 105,39: $ 47,21¢
Purchases 5,58¢ 15t
Settlements (20,037 (9,347)
Transfers out of Level 3 (1,099 —
Net transactions recorded during the period:
Gains recognized in earnings 1,48( 4,00¢
Losses recognized as regulatory assets and liabilit (17,70 (577)
Balance at Sept. 30 $ 73,63: $ 41,46¢

Nine Months Ended Sept. 30

(Thousands of Dollars) 2014 2013
Balance at Jan. 1 $ 41,66( $ 16,64¢
Purchases 126,75. 51,54:
Settlements (107,45) (30,299
Transfers out of Level 3 (1,099 —
Net transactions recorded during the period:
Gains recognized in earnings 8,917 3,72¢
Gains (losses) recognized as regulatory assetkadmildties 4,84 (157)
Balance at Sept. 30 $ 73,63: § 41,46¢

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

Xcel Energy recognizes transfers between levets #se beginning of each period. The transfer obants from Level 3 to Level 2 in the
three and nine months ended Sept. 30, 2014 wawdbe valuation of certain long-term derivativentriacts for which observable commodity
pricing forecasts became a more significant inpuindy the period. There were no transfers of amobetween levels for derivative
instruments for the three and nine months ended 3@p2013 .

Fair Value of Long-Term Debt

As of Sept. 30, 2014 and Dec. 31, 2013, othenfifed instruments for which the carrying amount dad equal fair value were as follows:

Sept. 30, 2014 Dec. 31, 2013
Carrying Carrying
(Thousands of Dollars) Amount Fair Value Amount Fair Value
Long-term debt, including current portion $ 11,759,22 $ 12,990,34 $ 11,191,551 $ 11,878,64

The fair value of Xcel Energy’s long-term debt gtimated based on recent trades and observablkedspi®m benchmark interest rates for
similar securities. The fair value estimates ameldaon information available to management as pf. 36, 2014 and Dec. 31, 2013, and
given the observability of the inputs to thesergates, the fair values presented for long-term Hetse been assigned a Level 2.
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9. Other Income (Expense), Ne

Other income (expense), net consisted of the falgw

Three Months Ended Sept. 30 Nine Months Ended Sept. 30
(Thousands of Dollars) 2014 2013 2014 2013
Interest income $ 1,13¢ $ 1,30¢ % 6,32¢ % 7,61¢
Other nonoperating income 682 73¢ 3,04z 2,49¢
Insurance policy expense (417) (2,38¢) (4,667) (5,939
Other nonoperating expense — (62) (a6 (24¢€)
Other income (expense), net $ 1,404 § (40 $ 4681 $ 3,931

10. Segment Informatior

The regulated electric utility operating resultdNSP-Minnesota, NSP-Wisconsin, PSCo and SPS, dasvéie regulated natural gas utility
operating results of NSP-Minnesota, NSP-WisconsthRSCo are each separately and regularly reviéyedtel Energy’s chief operating
decision maker. Xcel Energy evaluates performaryoesich utility subsidiary based on profit or loengrated from the product or service

provided. These segments are managed separatalydeethe revenue streams are dependent upon ezhrdse recovery, which is separat
determined for each segment.

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

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

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

* Revenues from operating segments not includesieahre below the necessary quantitative threstasidsare therefore included in
the all other category. Those primarily includeasterevenue, appliance repair services, nonutiify) estate activities, revenues

associated with processing solid waste into reflesdred fuel and investments in rental housingeutsj that qualify for low-income
housing tax credits.

Xcel Energy had equity investments in unconsolidatgbsidiaries of $84.5 million and $87.1 millianaf Sept. 30, 2014 and Dec. 31, 2013,
respectively, included in the regulated naturalgdgy segment.

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

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

Regulated Regulated Reconciling Consolidated
(Thousands of Dollars) Electric Natural Gas All Other Eliminations Total
Three Months Ended Sept. 30, 2014
Operating revenues from external customers $ 2,616,335 $ 236,64¢ $ 16,807 $ — $ 2,869,80
Intersegment revenues 472 597 — (1,069 —
Total revenues $ 2,616,82. $ 237,24t $ 16,807 $ (1,069 $ 2,869,80
Net income $ 360,65¢ $ 3,99¢ $ 3,93C $ — $ 368,58
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Regulated Regulated Reconciling Consolidated
(Thousands of Dollars) Electric Natural Gas All Other Eliminations Total
Three Months Ended Sept. 30, 2013
Operating revenues from external customers $ 2,599,920 $ 205,35¢ $ 17,058 $ — $ 2,822,33
Intersegment revenues 34¢ 1,10¢ — (1,452 —
Total revenues $ 2,60027 $ 206,46: $ 17,05 % (1,459 $ 2,822,33
Net income (loss) $ 36515t $ 1749 $ (230) ¢ — $ 364,75
Regulated Regulated Reconciling Consolidated
(Thousands of Dollars) Electric Natural Gas All Other Eliminations Total
Nine Months Ended Sept. 30, 2014
Operating revenues from external customers $ 7,21569° $ 148546 $ 56,34: $ — $ 8,757,50
Intersegment revenues 1,26: 4,96 — (6,229 —
Total revenues $ 7,216,996, $ 1,49043 $ 56,34: $ (6,229 $ 8,757,50
Net income (loss) $ 731,76t % 96,62¢ $ (3,42¢) $ — 8 824,96
Regulated Regulated Reconciling Consolidated
(Thousands of Dollars) Electric Natural Gas All Other Eliminations Total
Nine Months Ended Sept. 30, 2013
Operating revenues from external customers $ 6,911,990 $ 1,216,270 $ 55,827 $ — $ 8,184,100
Intersegment revenues 95¢ 2,16¢ — (3,119 —
Total revenues $ 6,91295 $ 1,21843' $ 55,827 $ (3,11¢§) $ 8,184,101
Net income (loss) $ 740,34 % 80,69¢ $ (22,866 $ — $  798,17¢

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

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

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

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

Share-based compensation arrangements for whioh iheurrently no dilutive impact to EPS inclutie following:
» Equity awards subject to a performance condjtiociuded in common shares outstanding when aésgary conditions for
settlement have been satisfied by the end of thertieg period.

» Liability awards subject to a performance coiodit any portions settled in shares are includecbimmon shares outstanding upon
settlement.
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The dilutive impact of common stock equivalent®efing EPS was as follows:

Three Months Ended Sept. 30, 2014

Three Months Ended Sept. 30, 2013

Per Share Per Share
(Amounts in thousands, except per share data) Income Shares Amount Income Shares Amount
Net income $ 368,58 $ 364,75.
Basic EPS:
Earnings available to common shareholders 368,58: 506,08: $ 0.7: 364,75: 498,14¢ $ 0.7:
Effect of dilutive securities:
Time based equity awards — 288 — 49z
Diluted EPS:
Earnings available to common shareholders $ 368,58 506,36 ¢  0.7¢ $ 364,75 498,64. ¢  0.7¢

Nine Months Ended Sept. 30, 2014

Nine Months Ended Sept. 30, 2013

Per Share Per Share
(Amounts in thousands, except per share data) Income Shares Amount Income Shares Amount
Net income $ 824,96 $ 798,17!
Basic EPS:
Earnings available to common shareholders 824,96° 502,98! $ 1.64 798,17¢ 495,25¢ $ 1.61
Effect of dilutive securities:
Time based equity awards — 23C — 511
Diluted EPS:
Earnings available to common shareholders $ 824,96 903,210 ¢ 1.6¢ $ 798,17¢ 495,76° ¢ 1.61
12. Benefit Plans and Other Postretirement Benefit
Components of Net Periodic Benefit Cost
Three Months Ended Sept. 30
2014 2013 2014 2013
Postretirement Health
(Thousands of Dollars) Pension Benefits Care Benefits
Service cost $ 2208 $ 24,07 % 864 $ 1,182
Interest cost 39,15¢ 35,17 8,501 8,417
Expected return on plan assets (51,809 (49,617 (8,489 (8,259
Amortization of transition obligation — — — 20¢€
Amortization of prior service (credit) cost (437) 1,46¢ (2,672) (2,439
Amortization of net loss 29,19: 36,03¢ 2,93t 5,64¢
Net periodic benefit cost 38,19 47,13; 1,14t 4,76(
Costs not recognized due to the effects of requriati (6,605 (12,98¢) — —
Net benefit cost recognized for financial reporting $ 3158 $ 34157 § 1,148 $ 4,76(
Nine Months Ended Sept. 30
2014 2013 2014 2013
Postretirement Health
(Thousands of Dollars) Pension Benefits Care Benefits
Service cost $ 66,257 $ 72,21: $ 259 % 3,54¢
Interest cost 117,46! 105,51¢ 25,62 25,25
Expected return on plan assets (155,409 (148,83 (25,46¢) (24,759
Amortization of transition obligation — — — 61¢
Amortization of prior service (credit) cost (1,310 4,40¢ (8,01¢) (7,319
Amortization of net loss 87,57 108,11- 8,80¢ 16,93¢
Net periodic benefit cost 114,58: 141,40¢ 3,43¢ 14,28(
Costs not recognized due to the effects of requriati (20,267 (27,927 — —
$ 94,32( $ 113,48 % 343t $ 14,28(

Net benefit cost recognized for financial reporting
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In January 2014, contributions of $130.0 millionrevenade across three of Xcel Energy’s pension pkesl Energy does not expect

additional pension contributions during 2014.

13. Other Comprehensive Incom:

Changes in accumulated other comprehensive inclosg) (net of tax, for the three and nine monttdedrSept. 30, 2014 and 2013 were as

follows:

Three Months Ended Sept. 30, 2014

Unrealized Gains Defined Benefit

Gains and Losses and Losses Pension and
on Cash Flow on Marketable Postretirement
(Thousands of Dollars) Hedges Securities Items Total
Accumulated other comprehensive (loss) income lgtu $ (58,610 $ 115 $ (44,87)) (103,36¢)
Other comprehensive (loss) income before reclassifins (42 2 — (40
Losses reclassified from net accumulated other cehgmsive loss 55€ — 847 1,40t
Net current period other comprehensive income 51€ 2 847 1,36t
Accumulated other comprehensive (loss) income pt. 36 $ (58,09 $ 117 ¢ (44,029 (102,00)
Three Months Ended Sept. 30, 2013
Unrealized Gains Defined Benefit
Gains and Losses and Losses Pension and
on Cash Flow on Marketable Postretirement
(Thousands of Dollars) Hedges Securities Items Total
Accumulated other comprehensive loss at July 1 $ (60,88Y) $ (135) % (50,81) (111,839
Other comprehensive income before reclassifications 22 11t — 137
Losses reclassified from net accumulated other cehgmsive loss 53¢ — 1,17¢ 1,71¢
Net current period other comprehensive income 561 11t 1,17¢ 1,85¢
Accumulated other comprehensive loss at Sept. 30 $ (60,32) % (20) $ (49,639 (109,980
Nine Months Ended Sept. 30, 2014
Unrealized Gains Defined Benefit
Gains and Losses and Losses Pension and
on Cash Flow on Marketable Postretirement
(Thousands of Dollars) Hedges Securities Items Total
Accumulated other comprehensive (loss) incomeratla $ (59,759 $ 77 $ (46,599 (106,279
Other comprehensive (loss) income before reclassifins (39 4C — 6
Losses reclassified from net accumulated other cehgmsive loss 1,69: — 2,57¢ 4,26¢
Net current period other comprehensive income 1,65¢ 4C 2,57¢ 4,27¢
Accumulated other comprehensive (loss) income pt. 36 $ (58,09) % 117 § (44,029 (102,00:)
Nine Months Ended Sept. 30, 2013
Unrealized Gains Defined Benefit
Gains and Losses and Losses Pension and
on Cash Flow on Marketable Postretirement
(Thousands of Dollars) Hedges Securities Items Total
Accumulated other comprehensive loss at Jan. 1 $ (61,24) $ 99 % (51,319 (112,65
Other comprehensive (loss) income before reclassifins 9 79 — 70
Losses reclassified from net accumulated other cehgmsive loss 92¢ — 1,67¢ 2,60:
Net current period other comprehensive income 91¢ 78 1,67¢ 2,67:
Accumulated other comprehensive loss at Sept. 30 $ (60,32) % (20) $ (49,639 (109,980
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Reclassifications from accumulated other comprekierisss for the three and nine months ended S8p2014 and 2013 were as follows:

Amounts Reclassified from Accumulated
Other Comprehensive Loss

Three Months Ended Three Months Ended
(Thousands of Dollars) Sept. 30, 2014 Sept. 30, 2013
(Gains) losses on cash flow hedges:
Interest rate derivatives $ 967 @ $ 82¢ @
Vehicle fuel derivatives (16) ® (24) ®
Total, pre-tax 951 80t
Tax benefit (399 (26€)
Total, net of tax 55¢ 53¢
Defined benefit pension and postretirement (gdosges:
Amortization of net loss 1,50C © 1,77¢ ©
Prior service (credit) cost (86) © 93 ©
Transition obligation — 0O 2 ©
Total, pre-tax 1,414 1,86t
Tax benefit (567) (68€)
Total, net of tax 847 1,17¢
Total amounts reclassified, net of tax $ 1,40¢ $ iy lE
Amounts Reclassified from Accumulated
Other Comprehensive Loss
Nine Months Ended Nine Months Ended
(Thousands of Dollars) Sept. 30, 2014 Sept. 30, 2013
(Gains) losses on cash flow hedges:
Interest rate derivatives $ 2,86¢ @ ¢ 3,14( ®
Vehicle fuel derivatives (61) ® (67) ®
Total, pre-tax 2,80¢ 3,07:
Tax benefit (1,119 (2,14
Total, net of tax 1,69: 92¢
Defined benefit pension and postretirement (gdosges:
Amortization of net loss 4,49¢ © 5,30¢ ©
Prior service (credit) cost (25¢) © 27¢ ©
Transition obligation — © 6 ©
Total, pre-tax 4,241 5,59:
Tax benefit (1,66¢€) (3,919
Total, net of tax 2,57¢ 1,67¢
Total amounts reclassified, net of tax $ 4,26¢ $ 2,60¢

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

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

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

Except for the historical statements containedhis teport, the matters discussed in the followdisgussion and analysis are forward-looking
statements that are subject to certain risks, taio¢ies and assumptions. Such forward-lookingestants, including the 2014 and 2015
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,” “shoultland similar expressions. Actual results

” ” o ” o e ” o ” o ”

intend,
may vary materially. Forward-looking statementsagpenly as of the date they are made, and we damugrtake any obligation to update
them to reflect changes that occur after that d&adetors 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 finagaim 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; unbsgather; effects of geopolitical events,
including war and acts of terrorism; state, fedaral foreign legislative and regulatory initiativbat 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 competitioergithe 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 Operations in Item 7 of X
Energy Inc.’s Form 10-K for the year ended Dec.2Z&1,3 ; and the other risk factors listed from titméime by Xcel Energy in reports filed
with the SEC, including Risk Factors in Item 1A dgxhibit 99.01 of Xcel Energy Inc.’s Annual Report Form 10-K for the year ended
Dec. 31, 2013, and Quarterly Report on Form 1@QHe quarter ended Sept. 30, 2014 .

Financial Review

The only common equity securities that are publichgded are common shares of Xcel Energy Inc. Tlaéed earnings and EPS of each
subsidiary discussed below do not represent atdegal interest in the assets and liabilitiesadked to such subsidiary but rather represent a
direct interest in our assets and liabilities aghale. Ongoing diluted EPS for Xcel Energy and blgssdiary is a financial measure not
recognized under GAAP and is calculated by dividimgnet income or loss attributable to the cohiglinterest of each subsidiary, adjusted
for certain nonrecurring items, by the weightedrage fully diluted Xcel Energy Inc. common sharasstanding for the period. We use this
non-GAAP financial measure to evaluate and prodiei&ils of earnings results. We believe this measent is useful to investors to evaluate
the actual and projected financial performanceamdribution of our subsidiaries. This non-GAAPdintial measure should not be
considered as an alternative to measures calcuadeported in accordance with GAAP.

Results of Operations

The following table summarizes the diluted EPSXoel Energy:

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

Diluted Earnings (Loss) Per Share 2014 2013 2014 2013

PSCo $ 03C $ 03: $ 0.7z $ 0.77
NSP-Minnesota 0.27 0.31 0.6: 0.67
SPS 0.1z 0.11 0.2 0.1¢
NSP-Wisconsin 0.04 0.0t 0.11 0.11
Equity earnings of unconsolidated subsidiaries 0.01 0.01 0.0: 0.0z
Regulated utility 0.7t 0.81 1.72 1.77
Xcel Energy Inc. and other (0.09) (0.09) (0.0¢) (0.12)
Ongoing diluted EPS 0.7: 0.71i 1.64 1.6
SPS 2004 FERC complaint case orders — (0.09) — (0.09
GAAP diluted EPS $ 0.7: $ 0.7: % 164 $ 1.61
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Earnings Adjusted for Certain Items (Ongoing Earngs)

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

For 2013, the adjustment to GAAP earnings is rdlédehe SPS 2004 FERC complaint case orders idsudte FERC in August 2013 for a
potential SPS customer refund. As a result ofwedrders, a pre-tax charge of $35 million was réed in the third quarter of 2013. Of this
amount, approximately $30 million ($26 million rexee reduction and $4 million of interest) was htitable to periods prior to 2013 and not
representative of ongoing earnings. As such, abhdBAAP earnings for 2013 include the total aféeer @amount of $22.5 million for this
charge, ongoing earnings for 2013 exclude $19.8amibf this charge. See Note 5 to the consolidéteghcial statements for further
discussion.

Summary of Ongoing Earning:

Xcel Energy— Overall, ongoing earnings decreased $0.04 per $batke third quarter of 2014 . The decrease igoamg earnings was
largely due to the impact of weather, which adgraéfected earnings by $0.07 per share. Earniagslts also reflect higher electric and
natural gas margins due to new rates in variousdigtions and expected lower O&M expenses, whiehenpartially offset by higher
depreciation and amortization and property taxbgdiquarter 2013 GAAP earnings included a $0.04spare charge for a potential SPS
customer refund based on FERC orders issued in #A&f13 related to a 2004 complaint regarding toeation of system average fuel cc
and base rates.

PSCo— PSCo’s ongoing earnings decreased $0.03 per &ratree third quarter and $0.05 per share fortime months ended Sept. 30,
2014 . Increases in electric and natural gas ratgeer AFUDC, weather-normalized sales growth lamcer O&M expenses were offset by
higher property taxes, depreciation, accruals aaatwith the electric earnings test refund oliiages and the unfavorable impact of weat

NSP-Minnesota— NSP-Minnesota’s ongoing earnings decreased $te04hare for the third quarter and nine montheeér®kpt. 30, 2014 .
Electric rate increases in Minnesota (interim, sabjo refund) and North Dakota and weather-nomedlisales growth were more than offset
by the impact of unfavorable weather, lower AFUD® increases in O&M expenses, property taxes aedeist charges.

SPS— SPS’ ongoing earnings increased $0.02 per sbatéé third quarter and $0.04 per share for the months ended Sept. 30, 2014 ,
primarily due to higher electric rates in New Meax&nd Texas and weather-normalized sales growthalbpaoffset by higher depreciation,
O&M expenses and interest charges.

NSP-Wisconsin— NSP-Wisconsin's ongoing earnings decreased $e@share for the third quarter of 2014 and weakyfkar-to-date.
Higher electric and natural gas margins, due telactric rate increase and weather-normalized gmt®sth were offset by higher O&M
expenses.

Xcel Energy Inc. and othe— Xcel Energy Inc. and other includes financing castghe holding company and other items. Earninggovec

by $0.02 per share for the third quarter and $€84he nine months ended Sept. 30, 2014, large#ytd lower financing costs as a result of
refinancing junior subordinated notes with lowestodebt.
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Changes in Diluted EPS

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

Three Months Nine Months Ended
Diluted Earnings (Loss) Per Share Ended Sept. 30 Sept. 30
2013 GAAP diluted EPS $ 0.7 $ 1.61
SPS 2004 FERC complaint case orders 0.04 0.04
2013 ongoing diluted EPS 0.77 1.6t
Components of change — 2014 vs. 2013
Higher electric margins 0.01 0.1t
Higher natural gas margins 0.01 0.0t
Lower interest charges — 0.01
Higher AFUDC — equity — 0.01
Lower (higher) O&M expenses 0.01 (0.06)
Higher taxes (other than income taxes) (0.02) (0.05)
Higher depreciation and amortization (0.0%) (0.09
Higher conservation and demand side management j[p&)dram expenses (0.00) (0.049)
Dilution from equity issued through the ATM progradirect stock purchase plan and benefit plans (0.07 (0.09
Other, net — (0.02)
2014 GAAP and ongoing diluted EPS $ 07: $ 1.64
The following tables summarize the earnings countrims of Xcel Energy’s business segments:
Three Months Ended Sept. 30 Nine Months Ended Sept. 30
(Millions of Dollars) 2014 2013 2014 2013
GAAP income (loss) by segment
Regulated electric income $ 360.7 $ 365.2 $ 731.¢ 3 740.2
Regulated natural gas income 4.C — 96.¢€ 80.7
Other incomé? 15.2 17.¢ 35.¢ 35.4
Xcel Energy Inc. and oth& (11.3) (18.3) (38.9) (58.2)
Total net income $ 368.c $ 364.6 $ 825.C $ 798.2
Three Months Ended Sept. 30 Nine Months Ended Sept. 30
Contributions to Diluted Earnings (Loss) Per Share 2014 2013 2014 2013
GAAP earnings (loss) by segment
Regulated electric $ 0.71 $ 0.7: % 1.4¢ $ 1.5C
Regulated natural gas 0.01 — 0.1¢ 0.1¢€
Other® 0.0z 0.04 0.07 0.07
Xcel Energy Inc. and oth& (0.09) (0.09) (0.0¢) (0.12)
Total diluted EPS $ 0.7: $ 0.7¢ $ 164 $ 1.61

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

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

Estimated Impact of Temperature Changes on ReguieEsarnings— Unusually hot summers or cold winters increaseteteand natural

gas sales, while mild weather reduces electricrettdral gas sales. The estimated impact of weathearnings is based on the number of
customers, temperature variances and the amounattofal gas or electricity the average customdoticslly uses per degree of temperature.
Accordingly, deviations in weather from normal lisvean affect Xcel Energy’s financial performance.
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Degree-day or Temperature-Humidity Index (THI) datased to estimate amounts of energy requireddiotain comfortable indoor
temperature levels based on each day’s averagestatupe and humidity. Heating degree-days (HDDfésmeasure of the variation in the
weather based on the extent to which the averafyetdmperature falls below 65° Fahrenheit. Cooldegree-days (CDD) is the measure of
the variation in the weather based on the extemtioh the average daily temperature rises abovd-@Brenheit. Each degree of temperature
above 65° Fahrenheit is counted as one coolingededay, and each degree of temperature below G&&Raeit is counted as one heating
degree-day. In Xcel Energy’s more humid servicattafes, a THI is used in place of CDD, which addsumidity factor to CDD. HDD,

CDD and THI are most likely to impact the usag&oé&l Energy’s residential and commercial customierdustrial customers are less
sensitive to weather.

Normal weather conditions are defined as eithe2@-year or 30-year average of actual historical werationditions. The historical period of
time used in the calculation of normal weatheret#fby jurisdiction, based on regulatory practice calculate the impact of weather on
demand, a demand factor is applied to the weathgadt on sales as defined above to derive the anoddiemand associated with the
weather impact.

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

Three Months Ended Sept. 30 Nine Months Ended Sept. 30
2014 vs. 2013 vs. 2014 vs. 2014 vs. 2013 vs. 2014 vs.
Normal Normal 2013 Normal Normal 2013
HDD (11.9%  (46.9% 60.€ % 11.5% 5.4% 4.7%
CDD (4.0 15.€ (16.7) (2.5) 25.% (20.6)
THI (7.9 28.C (32.2) (11.2) 23.C (24.9)

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

Three Months Ended Sept. 30 Nine Months Ended Sept. 30
2014 vs. 2013 vs. 2014 vs. 2014 vs. 2013 vs. 2014 vs.
Normal Normal 2013 Normal Normal 2013
Retail electric $ (0029 $ 0.04¢ $ (0079 $ 0.01C $ 0.07¢ $ (0.069
Firm natural gas — (0.007) 0.001 0.01¢ 0.01t 0.00:
Total $ (0029 $ 0047 $ (0.07) $ 0.02¢ $ 0.09¢ $ (0.066)

Sales Growth (Decline— The following tables summarize Xcel Energy amsdsitbsidiaries’ sales growth (decline) for actumal weather-
normalized sales in 2014 :

Three Months Ended Sept. 30

Xcel Energy NSP-Wisconsin SPS PSCo NSP-Minnesota
Actual
Electric residential (7.9% (10.5% (6.2% (5.2% (9.1)%
Electric commercial and industrial (0.9 2.€ 0.1 (0.2 (2.9
Total retail electric sales (2.7) (1.2 (1.9 (1.9 (4.5
Firm natural gas sales 5.7 (1.€) N/A 6.2 6.€

Three Months Ended Sept. 30

Xcel Energy NSP-Wisconsin SPS PSCo NSP-Minnesota
Weather-normalized
Electric residential (0.9% (0.49% (2.9% (0.5% 0.6%
Electric commercial and industrial 1.kt 5.1 0. 2.t 0.€
Total retail electric sales 0.¢ 3.2 — 1.t 0.t
Firm natural gas sales 3.€ (4.5 N/A 4. 3.1
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Nine Months Ended Sept. 30

Xcel Energy NSP-Wisconsin SPS PSCo NSP-Minnesota
Actual
Electric residential (1.7% —% (0.)% (3.)% (1.5%
Electric commercial and industrial 0.8 4.4 2.4 (0.7 (0.7
Total retail electric sales 0.1 3.1 1.6 (1.0 (0.6
Firm natural gas sales 3.¢ 12.1 N/A (1.3 12.2

Nine Months Ended Sept. 30

Xcel Energy NSP-Wisconsin SPS PSCo NSP-Minnesota
Weather-normalized
Electric residential 0.6% 0.2% 0.1% 0.5% 1.C%
Electric commercial and industrial 1.7 4.€ 2.¢ 1.6 0.€
Total retail electric sales 1.4 33 .3 1.2 0.7
Firm natural gas sales 4.8 3.€ N/A 5.€ 3.7

Weathernormalized Electric Growth (Decline)

» NSF-Wisconsin’'s year-to-date electric sales growth {@egely due to strong sales to large commercidlindustrial (C&I)
customers primarily in the oil, gas and sand minntlustries.

* SPS’year-to-date C&I growth was driven by condd expansion from oil and gas exploration andyetion in the Southeastern
New Mexico, Permian Basin area. The third quaréalide of SPS residential sales was attributetieaefinement of the estimati
process as a result of the recently launched SRketrend lower use per customer.

» PSCo's year-taate electric sales growth was primarily due tdamers in the food manufacturing, fracking and mgnindustries

* NSF-Minnesota’s year-to-date electric sales growth lgddy an increased number of customers for begldential and small C&l,
as well as higher use per customer in small C&lI.

Weathefnormalized Natural Gas Growth

» Across our natural gas service territories,rsirsales were experienced year-to-date, whichwoedi the trend that began in the last
half of 2013. As normal weather conditions aredgfly defined as a 30-year average of actual weaibreditions, significant
weather fluctuations in periods of low demand nmesuit in large percentage changes on small voluEhdéseeme weather variations
and factors such as windchill and cloud cover matybe fully reflected.

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

used in the generation of electricity, but as altexf the design of fuel recovery mechanisms tmver current expenses, these price
fluctuations have minimal impact on electric mardihe following table details the electric revenaasl margin:

Three Months Ended Sept. 30 Nine Months Ended Sept. 30
(Millions of Dollars) 2014 2013 2014 2013
Electric revenues $ 2,61€ % 2,600 $ 7,21€ 3 6,912
Electric fuel and purchased power (2,080 (1,099 (3,18¢) (3,039
Electric margin $ 1,53¢ $ 1,50z $ 4,02¢ $ 3,87¢
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The following tables summarize the components efdilanges in

Electric Revenue:

(Millions of Dollars)

electric revenues and electric margin:

Three Months
Ended Sept. 30
2014 vs. 2013

Nine Months
Ended Sept. 30
2014 vs. 2013

Retail rate increasé®
Fuel and purchased power cost recovery
Trading
Transmission revenue
Non-fuel riders
Conservation and DSM program revenues (offset Ipgeges)
Retail sales growth, excluding weather impact
Estimated impact of weather
Firm wholesale
Other, net
Total (decrease) increase in ongoing electric regen
SPS 2004 FERC complaint case ord@rs

Total increase in electric revenues

Electric Margin

(Millions of Dollars)

$ 39 $ 93
(37) 67
12 58
6 45
13 37
8 33
3 22
(56) (53
7 (7
©) (17
(10) 27¢
26 26
$ 16 $ 304
Three Months Nine Months

Ended Sept. 30
2014 vs. 2013

Ended Sept. 30
2014 vs. 2013

Retail rate increase®
Non-fuel riders
Conservation and DSM program revenues (offset ipgrses)
Transmission revenue, net of costs
Retail sales growth, excluding weather impact
Estimated impact of weather
Firm wholesale
Other, net
Total increase in ongoing electric margin
SPS 2004 FERC complaint case ord@rs

Total increase in electric margin

(@)

$ 38 $ 93
13 37

8 33

3 25

3 22

(5€) (53

7 @

©) (26)

8 124

26 26

$ 34 $ 15(

The retail rate increases include final rates inidisota (2013), Texas, Colorado (net of estimeaaetiregs test refund obligations), New Mexico, Wissio and North

Dakota and interim rates in Minnesota (2014), stttije and net of estimated provision for refunce Siete 5 to the consolidated financial statememtéuirther discussion.

(b)

As a result of two orders issued by the FERC, &apreharge of approximately $35 million ($31 mitli electric revenues, of which $5 million relate2013 and $26

million relates to periods prior to 2013, and $4lion in interest charges) was recorded in thedtijuarter of 2013. See Note 5.

Natural Gas Revenues and Margin

Total natural gas expense tends to vary with chrngales requirements and the cost of natural ga@hases. However, due to the design of
purchased natural gas cost recovery mechanisnesoeer current expenses for sales to retail cusgrfiectuations in the cost of natural gas
have little effect on natural gas margin. The failog table details natural gas revenues and margin:

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

(Millions of Dollars) 2014 2013 2014 2013

Natural gas revenues $ 237 % 20 % 1,48t $ 1,21¢

Cost of natural gas sold and transported (99 (75) (939 (70%)
Natural gas margin $ 13 $ 13C % 551 $ 512
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The following tables summarize the components efdranges in natural gas revenues and natural gasmm

Natural Gas Revenue

Three Months Nine Months
Ended Sept. 30 Ended Sept. 30
(Millions of Dollars) 2014 vs. 2013 2014 vs. 2013
Purchased natural gas adjustment clause recovery $ 23 22¢
Retall rate increase, net of refund (Colorado) (§0)] 16
Pipeline system integrity adjustment (PSIA) ridéolorado) 7 10
Retall sales growth 1 7
Estimated impact of weather — 3
Other, net 2 5
Total increase in natural gas revenues $ 32 % 26¢
Natural Gas Margin
Three Months Nine Months
Ended Sept. 30 Ended Sept. 30
(Millions of Dollars) 2014 vs. 2013 2014 vs. 2013
Retail rate increase, net of refund (Colorado) $ 1) $ 16
PSIA rider (Colorado), partially offset in O&M expges 7 10
Retalil sales growth 1 7
Estimated impact of weather — 3
Other, net 1 2
Total increase in natural gas margin $ 8 $ 38

Non-Fuel Operating Expenses and Other Iltems

O&M Expenses— O&M expenses decreased $6.9 million , or 1.2 perctar the third quarter of 2014 and increased.@4illion , or 2.8
percent , for the nine months ended Sept. 30, 204 year-to-date increase in O&M expense is @iyrtilue to the timing of a prior year
nuclear outage (i.e., amortization of the Monticelltage began in July 2013).

Three Months Nine Months
Ended Sept. 30 Ended Sept. 30
(Millions of Dollars) 2014 vs. 2013 2014 vs. 2013
Nuclear plant operations and amortization $ 1 $ 25
Electric and natural gas distribution expenses (D] 12
Plant generation costs 2 8
Transmission costs 1 7
Employee benefits 9 (18
Other, net 1 13
Total (decrease) increase in O&M expenses $ M $ 47

For the third quarter of 2014, O&M expenses (desedaincreased due to the following:

* Nuclear plant operations and amortization expeedaations were driven by lower plant operationsdppgy. The expense for 20.
included one-time contractor and consulting expdosearious projects and initiatives to improve thperational efficiencies of the
plants.

» Electric and natural gas distribution expense desliwere primarily driven by the timing of pipelisgstem integrity project

» Plant generation costs were driven by the timingwarhauls and purchases of chemit

e Transmission costs increased as a result of higlfestation maintenance and repairs;

« Lower employee benefits resulted primarily frdecreases in pension expense, retiree medicaladtannual employee incentive
accruals.

Conservation and DSM Program Expenses Conservation and DSM program expenses increasddnfillion , or 10.9 percent , for the
third quarter of 2014 and $31.3 million , or 16e3gent , for the nine months ended Sept. 30, 20hse increases were primarily
attributable to higher electric recovery rates 8PNMinnesota and PSCo.
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Depreciation and Amortizatio— Depreciation and amortization increased $26.%anil, or 11.8 percent , for the third quarter 62 and
$35.5 million , or 4.9 percent , year-to-date. Th@eases were primarily attributed to normal syséxpansion, partially offset by additional
accelerated amortization of the excess depreciagigerve associated with certain Minnesota asSeesfurther discussion within Note 5 to
consolidated financial statements.

Taxes (Other Than Income Taxes)- Taxes (other than income taxes) increased $1Rliém, or 12.0 percent , for the third quarter2if14
and $38.2 million , or 11.9 percent , for the ninenths ended Sept. 30, 2014 . The increases wertdigher property taxes primarily in
Colorado and Minnesota.

AFUDC, Equity and Deb— AFUDC increased $2.6 million for the third quarté 2014 and $6.9 million year-to-date. The inse=awere
due to construction primarily related to the CAQ¥Ajects and the expansion of transmission faedjtpartially offset by the reduction cau
by the portion of the Monticello LCM/EPU placedsarvice in July 2013.

Interest Charge<— Interest charges decreased $1.3 million , oper@ent , for the third quarter of 2014 and $9.Bioni, or 2.2 percent , for
the nine months ended Sept. 30, 2014 . The dec@zse primarily due to refinancings at lower iesdrrates, partially offset by higher long-
term debt levels in the current period. In addition2013 interest charges were incurred for customefunds at SPS and NSP-Minnesota and
a $6.3 million write off of unamortized debt experassociated with the calling of junior subordidatetes in May 2013.

Income Taxes— Income tax expense increased $2.6 million fortktieel quarter of 2014 . The increase in incomeebgpense was primarily
due to higher pretax earnings in 2014, decreasedgrent plant-related adjustments in 2014, recagndf research and experimentation
credits in 2013 and a tax benefit for a carrybdalatrelated to 2013. These were partially offsettiax benefit for prior year adjustments in
2014. The ETR was 34.7 percent for the third quaft®014, compared to 34.6 percent for the thirdrter of 2013.

Income tax expense increased $25.3 million foffitise nine months of 2014. The increase in incomeexpense was primarily due to higher
pretax earnings in 2014, decreased permanent gaaied adjustments in 2014, recognition of redearad experimentation credits in 2013
and a tax benefit for a carryback claim related@@3. These were partially offset by the successflution of a 2010-2011 IRS audit issue
in 2014 and a tax benefit for prior year adjustraent2014. The ETR was 34.6 percent for the finsé months of 2014, compared to 34.0
percent for the first nine months of 2013 due tsthadjustments.

Public Utility Regulation
NSP-Minnesota

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

In May 2014, the MPUC issued its order directingANBinnesota to negotiate a 100 MW solar PPA witihd@eno Energy, a natural gas,
combined-cycle PPA with Calpine, and a natural gasbustion turbine PPA with Invenergy. The MPU€ballirected NSP-Minnesota to
present its final pricing terms for its 215 MW natiugas combustion turbine, self-build option a Black Dog site.

In September 2014, NSP-Minnesota filed an updagedssment of generating resource needs which teditdzat it will have surplus
generating capacity through at least 2019. NSP-btnta requested to postpone negotiations of tim&iéPAs until spring 2015. NSP-
Minnesota also expressed reservations about thdisant price differences in the solar optionsuléag from solar request for proposals
(RFPs). NSP-Minnesota suggested the MPUC conselitiatleterminations regarding the amount of soldére added to the NSP System, as
well as the specific mix of PPAs that will be bEBtNSP-Minnesota’s customers.

In October 2014, NSP-Minnesota filed a petitionhtie MPUC seeking approval of two to three soRA®, depending on the MPUC's
determination regarding the Geronimo Energy soR&.PThe MPUC is anticipated to act on NSP-Minn€satacommendations in December
2014.

NSF-Minnesota’s next Resource Plan is expected taldx Wwith the MPUC in January 2015.

CapX2020— The estimated cost of the five major CapX202@gnaission projects listed below is $2.1 billion.NSlinnesota and NSP-

Wisconsin are responsible for approximately $1lobi of the total investment. As of Sept. 30, 2Q24cel Energy has invested $801 million
of its $1.2 billion share of the five CapX2020 sarission projects.
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Hampton, Minn. to Rochester, Minn. to La CrossesV8é45 kilovolt (KV) transmission line
Construction on the project started in Minnesotdainuary 2013 and the project is expected to gosetvice in 2015, although segments will
be placed in service as they are completed.

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

In December 2011, the Monticello, Minn. to St. GloMinn. portion of the Monticello, Minn. to Fargl,D. project was placed in service. In
April 2014, the St. Cloud, Minn. to Alexandria, Minportion of the project was placed in serviceJdnuary 2013, construction started on the
project in North Dakota. The final phase of thejgc Alexandria, Minn. to Fargo, N.D. is expectedjo into service in 2015.

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

In December 2011, MISO granted the final approvdhe project as a multi-value project (MVP). Cauostion started on the project in
Minnesota in May 2012. The project is expectedddudly into service in 2015, although segmentd b placed in service as they are
completed.

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

Big Stone South to Brookings County, S.D. 345 K&hsmission line
In December 2011, MISO granted final approval &f pinoject as a MVP. In March 2014, the SDPUC apgalav permit for construction of
the project’s southern portion. Construction is@pated to begin in late 2015, with completior2ipil 7.

Minnesota Solar— Minnesota legislation requires 1.5 percent of adipuliility’s total electric retail sales to retaiistomers be generated
using solar energy by 2020. Of the 1.5 percenpe@ent must come from systems sized less thatil@®@akts. There are two solar programs
authorized by the legislature: a community soladga program that will provide bill credits to geipating subscribers and a production
incentive program for solar energy systems equat tess than 20 kilowatts with authorized paymefit$5.0 million per year over five yea
The legislation also provides for an alternativiffthased on a distributed solar value or Valué&ofar (VOS) methodology.

In March 2014, a VOS methodology was approved byMIPUC. However, in September 2014 the MPUC detezchthat the VOS is not in

the public interest for use with community solardgas. The MPUC instead approved a retail ratechasalit ranging from 9.5 to 15 cents

per kilowatt hour. The actual bill credit amountiespendent on customer class as well as customiiiagness to transfer the REC to NSP-
Minnesota.

Minneapolis, Minn. Franchise Agreemer— In October 2014, the City of Minneapolis and XEelergy signed a 10 year franchise
agreement. The City of Minneapolis has the optmartd the agreement any time after the first fiearg, provided that a 12 month notice is
given to Xcel Energy, and the option to extena ihitmaximum of 20 years if both parties agree. pasate clean energy partnership
agreement with the City of Minneapolis was alsmeity which establishes a board comprised of cityitity officials tasked with creating a
work plan shaped by the city’s Climate Action Plgnpromoting energy efficiency, the use of renewahiergy, and the reduction of carbon
emissions.

Nuclear Power Operations

NSF-Minnesota owns two nuclear generating plantsMbaticello plant and the PI plant. See Note 14 o€XEnergy Inc.’s Annual Report
on Form 10-K for the year ended Dec. 31, 2013 diathkr discussion regarding the nuclear genergtiagts.

NRC Regulation— The NRC regulates the nuclear operations of NSibtota. Decisions by the NRC can significantlpatt the
operations of the nuclear generating plants. Tlesieat the nuclear generating plant in Fukushimpad in 2011 has resulted in additional
regulation regarding plant readiness to safely marsgvere events, which is expected to requirdiaddl capital expenditures and operating
expenses.
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In March 2012, the NRC issued three orders whiclugied requirements for mitigation strategies feydnd-design-basis external events,
requirements with regard to reliable spent fuelrimeentation and requirements with regard to rédiddardened containment vents, which are
applicable to boiling water reactor containmentthatMonticello plant. The NRC also requested aaiakill information including

requirements to perform walkdowns of seismic anddl protection, to evaluate seismic and flood hdzand to assess the emergency
preparedness staffing and communications capaisiliti each plant. Based on current refueling oytteges specific to each nuclear facility,
the dates of the required compliance to meet ttereris expected to begin in the second quart2@db with all units expected to be fully
compliant by December 2016.

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

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

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

NSP-Wisconsin

NSP-Wisconsin CapX2020 CPCN- The PSCW issued a CPCN for the Wisconsin pouifathe Hampton, Minn. to La Crosse, Wis. project
in May 2012. The Wisconsin route is approximatedyniiles of new transmission line with an estimatest of $211 million. Construction on
the Wisconsin terminus of the line, the Briggs R&adbstation, began in m2B13 and construction on the Wisconsin portiorhefline bega

in June 2014. The line is expected to go into serin 2015.

NSP-Wisconsin / American Transmission Company, LLC (&7 - La Crosse, Wis. to Madison, Wis. Transmissidne — In October
2013, NSP-Wisconsin and ATC jointly filed an apption with the PSCW for a CPCN for a new 345 K\hsmission line that would extend
from La Crosse, Wis. to Madison, Wis. The propdgsel known as the Badger Coulee line, would rutwieen 159 and 182 miles based on
the permitted route. Updated information was pretitb the PSCW in April 2014 showing an estimategjiget cost, including AFUDC, of
between $540 and $580 million, depending upondlgerultimately approved by the PSCW. NSP-Wiscdsghare of the investment is
estimated to be between $190 and $207 million.éndbnber 2011, MISO determined the line to be a M¥ifect, and as such, eligible for
cost sharing under MIS®’'MVP tariff. The project is currently pending befdhe PSCW, with a decision expected in April 20iapproved
NSF-Wisconsin and ATC anticipate beginning construttim the line in mid-2016, with completion by |&@18.

PSCo

Brush, Colo. to Castle Pines, Colo. 345 KV Transgiis Line— In March 2014, PSCo filed with the CPUC for a QP10 construct a new
345 KV transmission line originating from Pawneattsin, near Brush, Colo. and terminating at thei@larPark substation, near Castle Pii
Colo. The estimated cost of the project is $178ionil In September 2014, PSCo entered into a paeilement agreement with the CPUC
Staff that would grant a CPCN for the line. Thei@ffof Consumer Counsel (OCC) has opposed the CRENPUC decision is expected by
early 2015.

Renewable Energy Standard (RES) Compliance P— Colorado law mandates that at least 30 perceRS@o’s energy sales be supplied
by renewable energy by 2020 and includes a digitbgeneration standard. In July 2013, PSCo fie@014 RES compliance plan that
included the continuation of both the Solar*Rewaadd Solar*Rewards Community programs. On July2814, the ALJ issued a
recommended decision accepting PSCo’s compliarasewith modifications. PSCo and several partieeHaed exceptions to this
recommended decision. A CPUC decision is anticipate¢he fourth quarter of 2014.
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Net Metering Standarc— In conjunction with its 2014 RES compliance pféing, PSCo proposed to track and quantify theeyscosts that
are not avoided by distributed solar generatioricwRPSCo has defined as a “net metering incentifeg,purposes of equitably recovering
costs between customers who participate in diggbgeneration and customers that do not. The CiRd$Gssigned the net metering issue to
its own docket and established key dates to evabhé& matter. A CPUC decision is anticipated m fiurth quarter of 2014.

Solar*Connect Programr— In April 2014, PSCo filed an application with ti®UC seeking approval for a program that wouldvall
customers the option to purchase a portion orfalar electricity from a utility scale solar féity approximately 50 MW in size. Customer
contracts under the program would run a minimurared year. Several parties have opposed or offeralifications to the program. Hearir
have been set for November 2014. A CPUC decisiantigipated in the fourth quarter of 2014.

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

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

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

to the Boulder District Court. PSCo and the CPUé&xfbriefs in June 2014 in opposition of Bouldeappeal. This matter is currently pend

Boulder sent PSCo an offer of $128 million for e@rtportions of PSCo’s transmission and distributiasiness, which includes Boulder and
certain areas outside city limits. PSCo has natiBeulder that its offer has deficiencies relagitoperty descriptions as well as other
relevant information impacting the remainder of BSGystem. Under Colorado law, a condemning entifgt pay the owner fair market
value for the taking of and damages to the remaiatithe property. In July 2014, Boulder filed &ipen for condemnation in the Boulder
District Court. PSCo filed a motion to dismiss ffetition based upon the CPUC's ruling that it mdetermine the appropriate system
separations prior to Boulder filing its condemnatt@se. PSCo’s motion to dismiss is currently pamdi

In August 2014, PSCo filed a petition with the FERQuesting an order requiring that Boulder’s aftetn acquire PSCo’s transmission and
distribution facilities by condemnation requiresopi~FERC approval under the Federal Power Act. Beuhnd The American Public Power
Association opposed the petition in October 201is Matter is currently pending FERC action.

If Boulder is allowed to proceed with its condenioatpetition and were to succeed in the eminentalomroceeding, PSCo would seek to
obtain full compensation for the business andstoaiated property taken by Boulder, as well asifialamages resulting to PSCo and its
system. PSCo would also seek appropriate compendati stranded costs with the FERC.

SPS

SPP Integrated Market (IM— In 2012 and 2013, the FERC approved proposedions to the SPP tariff to allow SPP to operataya d
ahead and real time energy and ancillary serviGagenh The SPP IM began operations on March 1, 26P&% submitted filings to the FERC
to modify its wholesale power sales contracts lmratecovery of SPP IM charges and revenues throlgtsPP wholesale fuel clause
adjustment (FCA). The FERC approved the FCA tditiffgs in April 2014. SPS also requested apprdvahake sales to the SPP IM at
market-based rates, which the FERC approved inagp2014. SPS has also filed changes to its Qfistar Texas and New Mexico to
revise the pricing applied to QF purchases to besistent with the new market. In February 2014, $8S granted interim approval of the
revised QF tariff in Texas to coincide with therste the IM. The New Mexico revised QF tariff wapproved in March 2014.
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SPS Transmission Notifications to Construct (NTC— In April 2014, the SPP Board of Directors apprbtlee High Priority Incremental
Load Study Report, a reliability assessment thatuated the anticipated transmission needs ofinguaats of the SPP resulting from
expected load growth in the area. As a resultisfgtudy, SPS has received NTCs and conditional NfB€44 new transmission projects to
be placed into service by 2020. SPS is in the m®oé evaluating these projects and their costsriatly before submitting certificates of
convenience and necessity (CCNs) to the PUCT antiMPRC. These projects are intended to providenadreliability benefits as well as
the ability to serve the increase in load in Soagiern New Mexico.

TUCO substation to Woodward, Okla. 345 KV transiisdine

The TUCO to Woodward District extra high voltagéeiithange is a 345 KV transmission line. SPS coa®d the line to just inside the
Oklahoma state line, and Oklahoma Gas and Ele€uiopany (OGE) built from there to Woodward, OkIRSSinvestment in the TUCO to
Woodward line and substation is approximately $20%on and is expected to be recovered from SPkbees, including SPS, in accorda
with the SPP open access transmission tariff (OAAMND the ratemaking process. The line was plagedsiervice in September 2014.

Hitchland substation to Woodward, Okla. 345 KV 8m@nission line

The Hitchland substation to Woodward, Okla. lina 345 KV double circuit transmission line and assed substation facilities in the
Oklahoma and Texas Panhandle. SPS built the3firshiles and OGE completed the line from there two@wvard, Okla. SPS’ investment for
the Hitchland to Woodward line and substation igragimately $59 million and is expected to be remed from SPP members in accordance
with the SPP OATT and the ratemaking process. iflgewas placed into service in May 2014.

Potash Junction substation to Roadrunner substafibrkKV transmission line

In April 2014, SPS filed a CCN with the NMPRC fonaw 345 KV transmission line from the Potash Joncsubstation to the Roadrunner
substation, both near Carlsbad, N.M. The propasediould run 40 miles and cost an estimated $34omi Approval for the CCN is
pending. A hearing has been scheduled for Nove2bb4.

Summary of Recent Federal Regulatory Developments

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

FERC Order, New ROE Policy— In June 2014, the FERC adopted a new two-step Ré&Eodology for electric utilities. In October 201
the FERC upheld the determination of the long tgrawth rate to be used in its new ROE methodol&gpueral parties sought rehearing of
the June 2014 order and therefore the new FEREypwlay be subject to additional changes.

FERC Order 1000, Transmission Planning and Cost édhtion (Order 1000)— In 2011, the FERC issued a final ruling, Orde®@,0
adopting new requirements for transmission planniogt allocation and development to be effectiospectively. In Order 1000, the FERC
required utilities to develop tariffs that provifte joint regional transmission planning and cdkication for all FERC-jurisdictional utilities
within a region. In addition, Order 1000 requirbdttregions coordinate to develop interregionahgfr transmission planning and cost
allocation. A key provision of Order 1000 is a regqment that FERC-jurisdictional wholesale transias tariffs exclude provisions that
would grant the incumbent transmission owner ariddeight of First Refusal (ROFR) to build certéypes of transmission projects in its
service area. Various parties, including the MIS@nEmission Owners, filed appeals of Order 1008 trie D.C. Circuit. In August 2014, t
Court denied all appeals and upheld Order 1006 iantirety. The Court indicated, however, thatlehges to removal of federal ROFR
provisions from individual contracts or tariffs ddue considered in individual compliance filings.

The removal of a federal ROFR would eliminate rigtitat NSP-Minnesota, NSP-Wisconsin and SPS clyreate under the MISO and SPP
tariffs to build certain transmission projects wittheir footprints. In Order 1000, FERC insteaduieed that the opportunity to build such
projects would extend to competitive transmissienadopers. MISO, SPP, and PSCo all made theialrmitmpliance filings to incorporate
new provisions into their tariffs regarding regibpknning and cost allocation. Subsequently, tBRE ruled on the initial regional
compliance filings, directing further complianceaciges. The MISO, SPP and PSCo regional complidingsfall remain pending further
action by the FERC.
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Initial filings to address Order 1000 interregiop&nning and cost allocation requirements witheotiegions were also made by MISO, SPP
and PSCo and are pending initial action by the FERC

NSP System
Minnesota, North Dakota and South Dakota legistagiceserves ROFR rights; however, Wisconsin doésawe legislation protecting ROF
rights for incumbent utilities.

Regional planning and cost allocation

The FERC's initial order on MISO’s compliance fiimequired MISO to remove pre-existing federal RQi&visions in the MISO
Transmission Owners Agreement (TOA) and tariff, egjdcted proposed tariff provisions that would dagcognized state ROFR rights and
allowed state regulators to select the developarteinsmission project. Xcel Energy and otherigmrequested rehearing of this issue. In
May 2014, FERC denied rehearing on the issue oflvendROFR provisions must be removed from the MTSTA and MISO tariff, but rule
that MISO can consider state statutes when detargiimhether to approve an applicant for a competifiroject. The MISO transmission
owners filed an appeal of the FERC orders withUte. Court of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit; acton the appeal is pending. The FERC
also accepted changes to MISO'’s transmission dlosa#ion procedures that will protect the ROFR fioojects needed for system reliability.
MISO submitted a compliance filing to the May 2Gdrdler on July 14, 2014, which is pending FERC actMdISO has proposed that the
Order 1000 compliance tariffs be effective for paig approved in December 2014.

Interregional planning and cost allocation
MISO submitted its initial Order 1000 interregiorampliance filing in July 2013. The filing is pand initial action by the FERC.

PSCo
The State of Colorado does not have legislatiotepting ROFR rights for incumbent utilities.

Regional planning and cost allocation

PSCo submitted its FERC regional compliance film@ctober 2012 proposing that it would join the &&onnect region, a consortium of
FERC jurisdictional utilities in the Western Intermection. In September 2013, PSCo and other Wasto utilities submitted their updated
regional compliance filings. In September 2014,FERC issued an order partially accepting and giyrtiejecting the September 2013
compliance filings. FERC ordered additional commtia filings within 60 days. PSCo and other West@ahatilities requested rehearing of
the September 2014 FERC order and plan to submitiaal compliance filings in November 2014.

Interregional planning and cost allocation
PSCo and other WestConnect members’ interregiamaptiance filings were submitted in May 2013 anel pending initial FERC action.

The WestConnect members proposed that the Ordérre@@onal and interregional compliance tariffselffective prospectively after the fin
FERC orders, and not earlier than Jan. 1, 2015.

SPS

Xcel Energy believes that Texas statutes protecRBFR of incumbent utilities operating outsidéhaf ERCOT region to construct and own
transmission interconnected to their systems, thdahig view is disputed by some parties. The Sihtdew Mexico does not have legislation
establishing ROFR rights for incumbent utilities.

Regional planning and cost allocation

The FERC issued its initial order on SB®rder 1000 regional compliance filing in July 30The FERC identified several areas that req
a further compliance filing by SPP to address negii@ompliance issues. Among other things, the FEgétted SPP’s proposal to retain a
ROFR for new transmission projects with operatiomdfages between 100 KV and 300 KV. Requestsdbearing of the FERC’s July 2013
order were filed in August 2013 and are pendingRBRC's action. The SPP regional compliance filivag filed in November 2013 and is
currently pending FERC action. The SPP regionalgi@mce tariffs went into effect March 1, 2014, gdb to the outcome of the additional
FERC proceedings.

Interregional planning and cost allocation
The SPP interregional compliance filing was sulediin July 2013 and is pending initial FERC action.
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Transmission-only Subsidiaries (TransCos} In 2014, Xcel Energy formed the Xcel Energy Traission Holding Company, LLC and two
second-tier transmission subsidiaries that wiltipgrate in the MISO and SPP competitive biddinggesses as a qualified transmission
developer (QTD) and qualified RFP participant (QRBE¥pectively. Transmission assets held by thestes will be subject to FERC
jurisdiction.

Xcel Energy Transmission Development Company, LXETD) was approved as a noransmission owning member in MISO in April 20
and a QTD in September 2014. This allows XETD tmpetitively bid for MISO transmission projects $itag in 2015 or 2016.

Xcel Energy Southwest Transmission Company, LLC$XFEfiled a QRP application in June 2014, which $®d complete in September
2014. This allows XEST to competitively bid for SBBnsmission projects starting in 2015.

In August 2014, XETD and XEST filed forward-lookitrginsmission formula rates with the FERC that ajfiply in their respective
jurisdictions with a requested effective date ofvNb, 2014. The TransCo rate filings are pendintgady the FERC, which is expected
the end of 2014.
» Both TransCos requested a capital structure bas&® percent equity and 45 percent ¢
» XETD requested a base ROE using the currentyicgble MISO regional rate of 12.38 percent, sabje any potential
modifications resulting from a pending ROE compiagainst MISO and the MISO transmission owners.
» XEST requested a base ROE of 10.64 percentgofilsbasis point adder for membership in SPP aleparties protested or
commented on the formula rate filings, and XEST A& D filed answers on Oct. 6, 2014.

NERC Critical Infrastructure Protection (CIP) Requements— The FERC has approved version 5 of NERC’s CIRd#eds. Requirements
must be applied to high and medium impact assefyoy 1, 2016 and to low impact assets by ApriPD,17. Xcel Energy is currently in the
process of evaluating the new requirements andifgieg initiatives needed to meet the complianeadlines.

NERC Physical Security Requiremen— In July 2014, the FERC issued a notice of progaséemaking generally proposing to adopt
NERC's proposed CIP standard related to physical sgcimi bulk electric system facilities. HoweveretRERC proposed a modification to
the standard that would allow certain governmesutdthorities, including FERC, to revise an entityss of critical facilities. Xcel Energy
expects prompt action by FERC to finalize the miih a likely effective date in 2015. Xcel Energydurrently in the process of evaluating
and identifying the critical facilities impacted better determine the cost of protections necedsameet the standard. The additional cost for
compliance is anticipated to be recoverable throaggs.

SPP and MISO Complaints Regarding RTO Joint OpergfiAgreement (JOA— SPP and MISO have a longstanding dispute regaittim
interpretation of their JOA, which is intended tioedinate RTO operations along the MISO/SPP sysieamdary. SPP and MISO disagree
over MISQO'’s authority to transmit power over SP&hamission facilities between the traditional MI&@ion in the Midwest and the Entergy
system. Several cases have been filed with the ABR@ISO and SPP. In March 2014, FERC issued aerasetting all of the cases for
settlement judge proceedings, or hearings if sedtd fails. If SPP is successful in charging MI$0Duse of the SPP system, the NSP System
would experience higher costs from MISO, which ddog material, but SPS would collect revenues f&#R. The outcome of the JOA
disputes, and the potential impact on Xcel Eneagg,uncertain at this time. In June 2014, the FBB¢&pted a proposed tariff change by
MISO to recover transmission charges imposed byr@®Bactive to Jan. 29, 2014, and set the issaresettlement judge and hearing
procedures which are still underway.

Environmental, Legal and Other Matters

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

Preparation of the consolidated financial statesiant related disclosures in compliance with GAéguires the application of accounting
rules and guidance, as well as the use of estimBitesapplication of these policies involves judgiseegarding future events, including the
likelihood of success of particular projects, legatl regulatory challenges and anticipated recovkcpsts. These judgments could materi
impact the consolidated financial statements aadliasures, based on varying assumptions. In additie@ financial and operating
environment also may have a significant effecttendperation of the business and on the resultstexpeven if the nature of the accounting
policies applied have not changed. ltem-Management’s Discussion and Analysis, in Xcel Epéng.’'s Annual Report on Form 10-K for
the year ended Dec. 31, 2013, includes a disaussiaccounting policies and estimates that aret sigsificant to the portrayal of Xcel
Energy’s financial condition and results, and tteafuire management’s most difficult, subjectiveeomplex judgments. Each of these has a
higher likelihood of resulting in materially diffent reported amounts under different conditiongsimng different assumptions. As 8épt. 30
2014 , there have been no material changes toig®bet forth in Xcel Energy Inc.’s Annual Repantieorm 10-K for the year ended Dec. 31,
2013.

Derivatives, Risk Management and Market Risk

In the normal course of business, Xcel Energy &ndl its subsidiaries are exposed to a variety oketaisks. Market risk is the potential loss
that may occur as a result of adverse changefim#rket or fair value of a particular instrumentommodity. All financial and commodity-
related instruments, including derivatives, argetttto market risk. See Note 8 to the consolidéitehcial 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 inteddo minimize overall credit risk, when
necessary, management takes steps to mitigate éhangredit and concentration risks associatel igtderivatives and other contracts,
including parental guarantees and requests oftecdla While Xcel Energy expects that the countdipawill perform under the contracts
underlying its derivatives, the contracts exposelEnergy to some credit and non-performance risk.

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

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

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

At Sept. 30, 2014 , the fair values by source ffraommodity trading contract assets were as faiow

Futures / Forwards

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

(Thousands of Dollars) Value Year Years Years Years Value
NSP-Minnesota @ $ 9,15: $ 9,54( $ 1,07¢ $ (419 $  19,35¢
NSP-Minnesota (b) 4,60¢ — — — 4,60¢

$ 13,75¢ $ 9,54C $ 1,07¢ $ (415) $ 23,96
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Options
Maturity Maturity Total Futures/
Source of Fair Less Than 1 Maturity 1to 3  Maturity 4to 5  Greater Than5  Forwards Fair
(Thousands of Dollars) Value Year Years Years Years Value
NSP-Minnesota o $ 4 3 — § — § — $ 4

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

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

Nine Months Ended Sept. 30

(Thousands of Dollars) 2014 2013

Fair value of commodity trading net contract aseetstanding at Jan. 1 $ 30,51: $ 28,31«
Contracts realized or settled during the period (9,225 (6,019
Commodity trading contract additions and changesduweriod 2,67¢ 9,39
Fair value of commodity trading net contract aseetstanding at Sept. 30 $ 23,96 $ 31,68¢

At Sept. 30, 2014 , a 10 percent increase in mankets for commodity trading contracts would irage pretax income from continuing
operations by approximately $1.4 million, whered®gercent decrease would decrease pretax inaamecontinuing operations by
approximately $1.4 million. At Sept. 30, 2013 ,ercent increase in market prices for commodagling contracts would increase pretax
income from continuing operations by approximatkdy4 million, whereas a 10 percent decrease woetdedise pretax income from
continuing operations by approximately $0.4 million

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

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

Three Months

(Millions of Dollars) Ended Sept. 30 VaR Limit Average High Low
2014 $ 0.6C $ 3.0 $ 0.5C $ 406 $ 0.1z
2013 0.4¢ 3.0C 0.4t 1.3t 0.1¢

Nuclear Fuel Supply— In December 2014, NSP-Minnesota is scheduledke tlelivery of 69 percent of its 2014 enrichedl@aicmaterial
requirements and in December 2015 approximatelyet8ent of its 2015 enriched nuclear material regoénts from sources that could be
impacted by events in Ukraine and sanctions ag&unssia. NSP-Minnesota has arranged for delivefiesaterial from alternate sources in
2014 and 2015 that would not be impacted by thestdvevents and provide the flexibility to manatgeriuclear fuel supply to ensure that
plant availability and reliability will not be netjeely impacted in the near term. Long term thro2§24, NSP-Minnesota is scheduled to take
delivery of approximately 34 percent of its averageiched nuclear material requirements from sauticat could be impacted by events in
Ukraine and extended sanctions against Russia.MiBResota is closely following the progressiontugte events and will periodically ass

if further actions are required to assure securfityupply of enriched nuclear material beyond 2015.

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

At Sept. 30, 2014 and 2013, a 100-basis-pointghamthe benchmark rate on Xcel Energy’s variasite debt would impact pretax interest

expense annually by approximately $7.1 million &4d4 million, respectively. See Note 8 to the cdidsted financial statements for a
discussion of Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsidiaiigerest rate derivatives.
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NSF-Minnesota also maintains a nuclear decommissiofiing, as required by the NRC. The nuclear decoioning fund is subject to
interest rate risk and equity price risk. At S&ft, 2014 , the fund was invested in a diversifiedfplio of cash equivalents, debt securities,
equity securities, and other investments. Thesesitinvents may be used only for activities relateguidear decommissioning. Given the
purpose and legal restrictions on the use of nudeeommissioning fund assets, realized and uzeghljains on fund investments over the
life of the fund are deferred as an offset of NSiPvMsota’s regulatory asset for nuclear decommisgsipcosts. Consequently, any realized
and unrealized gains and losses on securitie®indblear decommissioning fund, including any cthan-temporary impairments, are
deferred as a component of the regulatory assetufdlear decommissioning. Since the accountingifmtear decommissioning recognizes
that costs are recovered through rates, fluctugfioequity prices or interest rates do not havergact on earnings.

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

At Sept. 30, 2014 , a 10 percent increase in conitsnpdces would have resulted in an increase @ditrexposure of $35.2 million, while a
decrease in prices of 10 percent would have rakirita decrease in credit exposure of $14.1 mill&nSept. 30, 2013, a 10 percent increase
in commodity prices would have resulted in a desean credit exposure of $37.2 million, while amase in prices of 10 percent would have
resulted in an increase in credit exposure of $idllfon.

Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsidiaries conduct statiatredit reviews for all counterparties. Xcel Eyyeemploys 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®eposures. Credit exposure is monitored and, wieerssary, the activity with a specific
counterparty is limited until credit enhancementrgvided. 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 statements
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 contractgefsihis assessment and the typically short
duration of these contracts, the impact of discogntommaodity derivative assets for counterpargddrrisk was not material to the fair value
of commodity derivative assets at Sept. 30, 204del Energy also assesses the impact of its owditaisk when determining the fair value
of commaodity derivative liabilities. The impact discounting commaodity derivative liabilities forettit risk was immaterial to the fair value
of commodity derivative liabilities at Sept. 30,120.

Commodity derivative assets and liabilities assigtoelevel 3 typically consist of FTRs, as wellfasvards and options that are long-term in
nature. Level 3 commodity derivative assets arllitees represent 5.0 percent and 57.7 percetttaf assets and liabilities, respectively,
measured at fair value at Sept. 30, 2014 .

Determining the fair value of FTRs requires numsermanagement forecasts that vary in observahitithiding various forward commodity
prices, retail and wholesale demand, generatioresudting transmission system congestion. Giverlithited observability of managemesnt’
forecasts for several of these inputs, these imstnis have been assigned a Level 3. Level 3 comyndeliivatives assets and liabilities
included $91.0 million and $17.3 million of estiradtfair values, respectively, for FTRs held at S8t 2014 .

Determining the fair value of certain commodityvimrds and options can require management to makefisibjective price and volatility
forecasts which extend to periods beyond thoselyealoservable on active exchanges or quoted bieéyso When less observable forward
price and volatility forecasts are significant &tetmining the value of commaodity forwards and @psi these instruments are assigned to
Level 3. Level 3 commaodity derivative assets ineldicho assets and no liabilities, for forwards la¢I8ept. 30, 2014 . There were no Level 3
options held at Sept. 30, 2014 .
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Nuclear Decommissioning Fun— Nuclear decommissioning fund assets assigne@vell3 consist of private equity investments arad re
estate investments. Based on an evaluation of NBiRedota’s ability to redeem private equity investts and real estate investment funds
measured at net asset value, estimated fair vidudisese investments totaling $161.0 million ie tiuclear decommissioning fund at Sept.
30, 2014 (approximately 8.8 percent of total assetasured at fair value) are assigned to LevekaliRed and unrealized gains and losses on
nuclear decommissioning fund investments are dedeais a regulatory asset.

Liquidity and Capital Resources

Cash Flows

Nine Months Ended Sept. 30
(Millions of Dollars) 2014 2013
Cash provided by operating activities $ 2,00¢ $ 2,00z

Net cash provided by operating activities incree$1 million for the nine months ended Sept. 30, 20ddmpared with theine months ende¢
Sept. 30, 2013 . The increase was primarily dughtmges in regulatory assets and liabilities, lgpegrsion contributions and higher net
income, partially offset by changes in working ¢abielated to the timing of payments and receipts.

Nine Months Ended Sept. 30
(Millions of Dollars) 2014 2013
Cash used in investing activities $ 2,23y $ (2,317

Net cash used in investing activities decre&76 million for the nine months ended Sept. 30,4220dompared with the nine months ended
Sept. 30, 2013 . The decrease was primarily atatida to higher capital expenditures in 2013 asdgediwith several major construction
projects including the Monticello nuclear EPU ahd PI steam generator replacement. The changeitalcexpenditures was partially offset
by the impact of higher 2013 insurance proceeddedlto Sherco Unit 3.

Nine Months Ended Sept. 30
(Millions of Dollars) 2014 2013
Cash provided by financing activities $ 261 $ 327

Net cash provided by financing activities decre¢$66 million for the nine months ended Sept. 30,20dompared with the nine months
ended Sept. 30, 2013 . The decrease was primar@éyallower proceeds from long-term debt, lessaissas of common stock and higher
dividend payments, partially offset by lower repayis of short-term and long-term debt.

Capital Requirements

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

Capital Expenditures— The current estimated capital expenditure prografiXcel Energy Inc. and its subsidiaries for yiears 2014
through 2019 are shown in the table below.

Forecast
2015 - 2019
(Millions of Dollars) 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 Total
By Subsidiary
NSP-Minnesota $ 1,13C $ 1,628 $ 99C ¢ 97t $ 84t % 95C $ 5,38t
PSCo 1,05¢ 95( 82C 81t 88t 1,01C 4,48(
SPS 53t 57C 71C 73t 59t 56& 3,17¢
NSP-Wisconsin 28C 23C 26C 30C 32t 32t 1,44(C
Total capita| expenditures $ 3,00 $ 337F $ 2,78C $ 2,828 $ 2,65( $ 2,85C $ 14,48(
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Forecast
2015 - 2019
(Millions of Dollars) 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 Total
By Function
Electric transmission $ 98t $ 87t % 78C $ 90 % 97t $ 1,00C $ 4,53¢
Electric generation 71t 1,19(C 63( 62( 41F 45C 3,30¢
Electric distribution 56( 60= 63C 64C 65( 68C 3,20t
Natural gas 38C 37C 37C 30¢ 35¢ 38C 1,78(
Nuclear fuel 13C 90 12C 12C 65 15C 54k
Other 23C 24t 25C 23t 19C 19C 1,11C
Total capital expenditures $ 3,00C $ 337t $ 2,78C $ 2,82t $ 2,65 $ 2,85 $ 14,48(

The capital expenditure programs of Xcel Energysaitgect to continuing review and modification. téa utility capital expenditures may
vary from the estimates due to changes in eleatritnatural gas projected load growth, regulategisions, legislative initiatives, reserve
margin requirements, the availability of purchapedser, alternative plans for meeting long-term gpereeds, compliance with
environmental requirements, renewable portfoliomdteids and merger, acquisition and divestiture dppiies. The table above does not
include potential expenditures of Xcel Energy’srfig@os.

Financing — Xcel Energy issues debt and equity securitiggfioance retiring maturities, reduce short-terrhtdéund capital programs,
infuse equity in subsidiaries, fund asset acqoisitiand for other general corporate purposes. litrertt estimated financing plans of Xcel
Energy Inc. and its subsidiaries for the years 20t&ugh 2019 are shown in the table below.

(Millions of Dollars)
Funding Capital Expenditures

Cash from Operations* $ 11,50(
New Debt** 2,60t
Equity from Dividend Reinvestment Program (DRIPY &enefit Programs 37¢

2015-2019 Capital Expenditures $ 14,48(
Maturing Debt $ 2,99t

*  Cash from operations, net of dividend and pengiolihg
**  Reflects a combination of short and loteym deb!

Regulation of Derivative— In July 2010, financial reform legislation wasspad that provides for the regulation of derivatremsactions
amongst other provisions. Provisions within théibvide the Commodity Futures Trading CommisgiBRTC) and the SEC with expanded
regulatory authority over derivative and swap teations. Regulations effected under this legistatiould preclude or impede some types of
over-the-counter energy commodity transactionsarmnequire clearing through regulated central cerpdrties, which could negatively
impact the market for these transactions or resktensive margin and fee requirements.

As a result of this legislation, there will be nt@éincreased reporting requirements for certailumes of derivative and swap activity. In
April 2012, the CFTC ruled that swap dealing atyivionducted by entities for the preceding 12 menthder a notional limit, initially set at
$8 billion with further potential reduction to $dlion after five years, will fall under the genéde minimis threshold and will not subject an
entity to registering as a swap dealer. An entiyrdeal in utility operations-related swaps andb®tequired to register as a swap dealer
provided that the aggregate gross notional amaduswap dealing activity (including utility operatis-related swaps) does not exceed the
general de minimis threshold and provided thaethigty has not exceeded the special entity de mignihreshold (excluding utility operations-
related swaps) of $25 million for the precedingni@nths. Xcel Energy’s current and projected swajviacis well below these de minimis
thresholds. The bill also contains provisions gtaiuld exempt certain derivatives end users frorohadi the clearing and margin
requirements. Xcel Energy does not expect to bemadlyy impacted by the margining provisions. XEglergy has completed its review of
additional reporting obligations for “trade optighahich are physical electric and gas contractt ttontain embedded volumetric and/or
price optionality. At this time, none of the comttsiused by Xcel Energy qualify as a “trade optibtowever, this determination is subject to
change as additional Dodd-Frank Act rules contiiouee finalized and implemented and subsequensdions are executed. Xcel Energy is
currently meeting all other reporting requirements.
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SPP FTR Margining Requirement— The SPP conducted its first annual FTR auctioméngpring of 2014 associated with the
implementation of the SPP IM. The full processtfansmission owners involves the receipt of Auci®venue Rights (ARRS) and, if elec
by the transmission owner, conversion of those ARRBmM FTRs. At Sept. 30, 2014, SPS had a $41ianiletter of credit posted with SPP.
That collateral initially supported the ARR to FEBnversion activity for the first summer of IM opépn. In October 2014, the letter of
credit was reduced to $30 million.

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

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

Actuarial Assumptions—In October 2014, the Society of Actuaries publistiedfinal RP-2014 (base mortality tables) and MR4£
(improvement projection scale). These reports aegluin part, to establish life expectancy asswmptin the United States for purposes of
estimating pension and postretirement health canefit obligations, costs and required contributioXcel Energy is currently evaluating the
impact of the new tables, as well as potentiatadtive assumptions on the Dec. 31, 2014 valuatosfuture expected contributions. For
purposes of determining ERISA funding calculatiersqualified pension plans, the IRS has indicdted the revised tables would not be
required until the 2016 valuation year.

Capital Sources

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

Short-Term Investments —Xcel Energy Inc., NSP-Minnesota, NSP-Wisconsin, 886d SPS maintain cash operating and short-term
investment accounts. At Sept. 30, 2014 , approxip&3.2 million of cash was held in these accounts

Amended Credit Agreemen— On Oct. 14, 2014, Xcel Energy Inc., NSP-Minnesb&P-Wisconsin, PSCo and SPS entered into amende:
five-year credit agreements with a syndicate oklsaithe amended credit agreements have substaittialsame terms and conditions as the
prior credit agreements with an extension of matdrom July 2017 to October 2019. In addition, berowing limit for Xcel Energy Inc. h
been increased to $1 billion from $800 million ahd borrowing limit for SPS has been increased4t@0$million from $300 million. As a
result, the total borrowing limit under the amendeedit agreements increased to $2.75 billion f&w5 billion.

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

Credit Facilities —As of Oct. 27, 2014, Xcel Energy Inc. and its tisubsidiaries had the following committed crdditilities available to
meet liquidity needs:

(Millions of Dollars) Credit Facility @ Drawn ® Available Cash Liquidity
Xcel Energy Inc. $ 1,000.C $ 360.C $ 640.C $ g @ 640.%
PSCo 700.( 334t 365.t 0.6 366.:
NSP-Minnesota 500.( 114.¢ 385.1 1.1 386.2
SPS 400.( 66.( 334.( 0.4 334.¢
NSP-Wisconsin 150.( 32.C 118.( 0.¢ 118.¢
Total $ 2,750.C % 907« $ 1,842t $ 3E % 1,846.:

®  These credit facilities have been amended to expi@ctober 201!
® Includes outstanding commercial paper and lettecsealit

Commercial Paper —As of Oct. 14, 2014, Xcel Energy Inc., NSP-Minnes®SP-Wisconsin, PSCo and SPS each have individual
commercial paper programs. The authorized levelthfesse commercial paper programs are:

*  $1 billionfor Xcel Energy Inc
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«  $700 millionfor PSCao

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

e $150 million for NSPWisconsin

Commercial paper outstanding for Xcel Energy wafbsws:

Three Months Ended Sept. Twelve Months Ended

(Amounts in Millions, Except Interest Rates) 30, 2014 Dec. 31, 2013
Borrowing limit $ 2450 $ 2,45(
Amount outstanding at period end 697 75¢
Average amount outstanding 73C 481
Maximum amount outstanding 894 1,16(C
Weighted average interest rate, computed on a tasis 0.3%% 0.31%
Weighted average interest rate at period end 0.3: 0.2t

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

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

2014 Financing Activity —Xcel Energy issues debt and equity securitiesfitnaece retiring maturities, reduce short-term délotd capital
programs, infuse equity in subsidiaries, fund aasqtiisitions and for other general corporate psgpo

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

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

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

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

Xcel Energy Inc. issued approximately 5.7 millidrages of common stock through an ATM program fgragimately $175 million during
the first six months of 2014. As a result, Xcel Eyyecompleted its ATM program as of June 30, 204ekl Energy does not anticipate issu
any additional equity, beyond its DRIP and benaiitlgrams, over the next five years based on itsenticapital expenditure plan.

Financing Plans —During 2015, Xcel Energy Inc. and its utility suttisries anticipate issuing the following:

»  Xcel Energy Inc. plans to issue approximately $60lion of senior unsecured bon
» PSCo plans to issue approximately $400 millionirst inortgage bond

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

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

» NSF-Wisconsin plans to issue approximately $100 milldrirst mortgage bonc

Financing plans are subject to change, dependirgapital expenditures, internal cash generationketaonditions and other factors.
Off-Balance-Sheet Arrangements
Xcel Energy does not have any off-balance-sheahgaments, other than those currently disclosetlhdive 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 matarisvestors.
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Earnings Guidance

Xcel Energy anticipates that 2014 ongoing earnimigjsbe within the guidance range of $1.95 to $2p@% share. This is compared with the
previously stated guidance range of $1.90 to $pedShare. Key assumptions related to 2014 earairggdetailed below:

» Constructive outcomes in all rate case and regylgtimceeding:

» Normal weather patterns are experienced for thairmer of the yee

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

» Weathemormalized retail firm natural gas sales are ptejgt¢o increase approximately 3.0 perc

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

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

» Depreciation expense is projected to increagen$ilion to $40 million over 2013 levels, refleng the proposed acceleration of the
amortization of the excess depreciation resenymaasof NSP-Minnesota’s moderation plan in the Misota electric rate case. The
moderation plan, if approved by the MPUC, wouldusaldepreciation expense by approximately $81amilin 2014.

» Property taxes are projected to increase approgign&40 million to $50 million over 2013 leve

* Interest expense (net of AFUDE debt) is projected to decrease $5 million to $1Bionifrom 2013 levels

*  AFUDC— equity is projected to increase up to $10 millimen2013 level:

* The ETR is projected to be approximately 34 perteB6 percen

* Average common stock and equivalents are projeoteeé approximately 504 million shat

Xcel Energy’s 2015 ongoing guidance is $2.00 td$2er share. Key assumptions related to 2015regsr@ire detailed below:

» Constructive outcomes in all rate case and regylgtimceeding:

* Normal weather patterns are experienced for the

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

» Weathemormalized retail firm natural gas sales are ptegt¢o decline approximately 2.0 perc

» Capital rider revenue is projected to increase @y i&illion to $75 million over 2014 projected les:

 The change in O&M expenses is projected to be withiange of 0 percent to 2 percent from 2014 ptegelevels

» Depreciation expense is projected to increas® $dillion to $180 million over 2014 projected Iévereflecting the proposed
acceleration of the amortization of the excesse@ation reserve as part of NSP-Minnesota’s moigratian in the Minnesota
electric rate case. The moderation plan, if appitdsethe MPUC, would reduce depreciation expensagdpyoximately $30 million
in 2015.

» Property taxes are projected to increase approgisn&?5 million to $85 million over 2014 projectiiels. The increase reflects t
incremental property taxes in Colorado are no lohgéng deferred and also the amortization of mesly deferred property taxes.

» Interest expense (net of AFUDC debt) is projected to increase $65 million to $78iom over 2014 projected leve

» AFUDC —equity is projected to decline approximately $3@iar to $40 million from 2014 projected leve

* The ETR is projected to be approximately 34 perteB6 percen

* Average common stock and equivalents are projeoteé approximately 508 million shat

Long-Term EPS and Dividend Growth Rate Objectives

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

» Deliver longterm annual EPS growth of 4 percent to 6 perceaseth on a normalized 2013 EPS of $1.90 per shamigh
represented the mid-point of our 2013 earningsangd range;

» Deliver annual dividend increases of 4 percent p@@ent; an
* Maintain senior unsecured debt credit ratings @ BBB+ to A range

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

Item 3 — QUANTITATIVE AND QUALITATIVE DISCLOSURES ABOUT MARK  ET RISK

See Management’s Discussion and AnalysiBerivatives, Risk Management and Market Risk urtden 2.
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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 disclostortrols and procedures ensure that informatignired to be disclosed is accumulated and
communicated to management, including the chietetkee officer (CEO) and chief financial officer FO), allowing timely decisions
regarding required disclosure. As of Sept. 30, 2(d&sed on an evaluation carried out under thergigien and with the participation of Xc
Energy’s management, including the CEO and CF@hetffectiveness of its disclosure controls amdpiocedures, the CEO and CFO have
concluded that Xcel Energy’s disclosure controld procedures were effective.

Internal Control Over Financial Reporting

No change in Xcel Ener's internal control over financial reporting hasorred during the most recent fiscal quarter tlaast imaterially
affected, or is reasonably likely to materiallyeaff, Xcel Energy’s internal control over finanaiaporting.

Part Il — OTHER INFORMATION
ltem 1 — LEGAL PROCEEDINGS

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

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

Additional Information

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

Item 1A — RISK FACTORS

Xcel Energy Inc.’s risk factors are documentedéml 1A of Part | of its Annual Report on Form 1(df the year ended Dec. 31, 2013,
which is incorporated herein by reference. ThereHzeen no material changes from the risk factmrsipusly disclosed in the Form 10-K.

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

The following table provides information about quurchases of equity securities that are registieyexicel Energy Inc. pursuant to Sectior
of the Exchange Act for the quarter ended Sept2604 :

Issuer Purchases of Equity Securities

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

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

July 1, 2014 — July 31, 2014 — % — — _
Aug. 1, 2014 — Aug. 31, 2014 — — — —
Sept. 1, 2014 — Sept. 30, 2014 — — — —

Total — — —
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Item 4 — MINE SAFETY DISCLOSURES

None.

Item 5 — OTHER INFORMATION

None.

Item 6 — EXHIBITS

* Indicates incorporation by reference

3.01*

3.02*

10.01*

10.02*

10.03*

10.04*

10.05*

31.01

31.02

32.01

99.01
101

Amended and Restated Articles of Incorporation oéXEnergy Inc., as filed on May 17, 2012 (Exhiidl 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)).

Amended and Restated Credit Agreement, dated @stofLl4, 2014 among Xcel Energy Inc., as Borrowes,several lenders from
time to time parties thereto, JPMorgan Chase Blk,, as Administrative Agent, Bank of America, N,Aand Barclays Bank Plc,
as Syndication Agents, and Wells Fargo Bank, Natié&xssociation, as Documentation Agent (Incorpatdte reference to Exhibit
99.01 to Form 8-K, dated Oct. 14, 2014 (file nol-@3034)).

Amended and Restated Credit Agreementddageof Oct. 14, 2014 among NSP-Minnesota, as Bemahe several lenders from
time to time parties thereto, JPMorgan Chase Blk,, as Administrative Agent, Bank of America, N,And Barclays Bank Plc,
as Syndication Agents, and Wells Fargo Bank, Natiéxssociation, as Documentation Agent (Incorpatdte reference to Exhibit
99.02 to Form 8-K, dated Oct. 14, 2014 (file nd0{®1387)).

Amended and Restated Credit Agreement, dated @stofLl4, 2014 among PSCo, as Borrower, the selardérs from time to time
parties thereto, JPMorgan Chase Bank, N.A., as Aitnative Agent, Bank of America, N.A., and Bagda@ank Plc, as
Syndication Agents, and Wells Fargo Bank, Natigkedociation, as Documentation Agent (Incorporatgdeference to Exhibit
99.03 to Form 8-K, dated Oct. 14, 2014 (file nol-@3280)).

Amended and Restated Credit Agreementddageof Oct. 14, 2014 among SPS, as Borrower eberal lenders from time to time
parties thereto, JPMorgan Chase Bank, N.A., as Aditnative Agent, Bank of America, N.A., and Bagda@ank Plc, as
Syndication Agents, and Wells Fargo Bank, Natigkedociation, as Documentation Agent (Incorporatgdeference to Exhibit
99.04 to Form 8-K, dated Oct. 14, 2014 (file nol-@3789)).

Amended and Restated Credit Agreement, dated @stofLl4, 2014 among NSP-Wisconsin, as Borrowerséweral lenders from
time to time parties thereto, JPMorgan Chase Blk,, as Administrative Agent, Bank of America, N,And Barclays Bank Plc,
as Syndication Agents, and Wells Fargo Bank, Nati&ssociation, as Documentation Agent (Incorpatétg reference to Exhibit
99.05 to Form 8-K, dated Oct. 14, 2014 (file nol@3140)).

Principal Executive Officer’s certifications puesu to 18 U.S.C. Section 1350, as adopted purdag@ection 302 of the Sarbanes-
Oxley Act of 2002.

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

Certification pursuant to 18 U.S.C. Section 13adopted pursuant to Section 906 of the Sarbarkes- Act of 2002.

Statement pursuant to Private Securities LitigaRefiorm Act of 1995.

The following materials from Xcel Energy IrcQuarterly Report on Form 10-Q for the quartereein8ept. 30, 2014 are formatted
in XBRL (eXtensible Business Reporting Languag@) the Consolidated Statements of Income, (ii) @mnsolidated Statements of
Comprehensive Income (iii) the Consolidated Stateémef Cash Flows, (iv) the Consolidated Balancee®) (v) the Consolidated
Statements of Common Stockholders’ Equity, (vi)@éoio Consolidated Financial Statements, anddueigument and entity
information.
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SIGNATURES

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

XCEL ENERGY INC.

Oct. 31, 2014 By: /s/ JEFFREY S. SAVAGE
Jeffrey S. Savage
Vice President and Controller
(Principal Accounting Officer)

/sl TERESA S. MADDEN

Teresa S. Madden

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

CERTIFICATION

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Date: Oct. 31, 2014

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

CERTIFICATION

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Date: Oct. 31, 2014

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




Exhibit 32.01
OFFICER CERTIFICATION

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

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

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

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

Date: Oct. 31, 2014

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

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

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

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

1



Exhibit 99.01
XCEL ENERGY CAUTIONARY FACTORS

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

” w ” w ” o ”

” o ” o

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

e Social attitudes regarding the utility and powetustries

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

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

* Risks associated with implementations of new teldgies; ani

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

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