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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 revenut

Operating expense!
Electric fuel and purchased pow
Cost of natural gas sold and transpol
Cost of sale— other
Operating and maintenance exper
Conservation and demand side management progra@msey
Depreciation and amortizatic
Taxes (other than income taxes)

Total operating expenses
Operating income

Other income, ne
Equity earnings of unconsolidated subsidia
Allowance for funds used during construct— equity

Interest charges and financing costs
Interest charge— includes other financing costs of $5,809 and $6,0&€pectively
Allowance for funds used during construction — debt

Total interest charges and financing ct

Income from continuing operations before income tags
Income taxes

Income from continuing operations

(Loss) income from discontinued operations, netrf
Net income

Weighted average common shares outstandin
Basic
Diluted

Earnings per average common share
Basic
Diluted

Cash dividends declared per common shat

See Notes to Consolidated Financial Statements

Three Months Ended March

31

2013 2012
$ 2,092,19 $ 1,936,78
669,59 621,03
21,05; 20,26
2,782,84" 2,578,07"
925,04 863,98(
439,37 417,94¢
8,411 7,30¢
529,23 510,68
64,03: 63,70
248,70 228,67.
113,42 105,62
2,328,22! 2,197,091
454,62 380,16:
3,92; 3,731
7,571 7,15¢
19,75¢ 13,45(
139,61 151,83(
(8,755 (6,607)
130,85! 145,22:
355,02; 259,28
118,43 75,518
236,58 183,76
(18) 124

$ 236,57( $ 183,89:

489,78 487,36(
490,53: 487,99!

$ 0.4¢ $ 0.3¢
0.4¢ 0.3¢

$ 027 $ 0.2¢
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XCEL ENERGY INC. AND SUBSIDIARIES

CONSOLIDATED STATEMENTS OF COMPREHENSIVE INCOME (UN AUDITED)

Net income
Other comprehensive (loss) incom

Pension and retiree medical benel

(amounts in thousands)

Amortization of (gains) losses included in net pdit benefit cost, net of tax

of $2,503 and $622, respectivt

Derivative instruments

Net fair value increase, net of tax of $12 and 4386, respectivel
Reclassification of (gains) losses to net inconet,ofi tax of $1,429 and $156, respectively

Marketable securitie:

Net fair value (decrease) increase, net of taq®8fand $36, respectively

Other comprehensive (loss) income
Comprehensive income

See Notes to Consolidated Financial Statements

Three Months Ended March

31
2013 2012

$ 23657 $ 183,89
(63¢) 89E

13 25,39:

(305) 181

(292) 25,57

(36) 52

(967) 26,52

$ 23560 $ 210,41
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XCEL ENERGY INC. AND SUBSIDIARIES
CONSOLIDATED STATEMENTS OF CASH FLOWS (UNAUDITED)
(amounts in thousands)

Operating activities
Net income
Remove loss (income) from discontinued operat
Adjustments to reconcile net income to cash praYioe operating activities
Depreciation and amortizatic
Conservation and demand side management progratmiizaion
Nuclear fuel amortizatio
Deferred income taxe
Amortization of investment tax credi
Allowance for equity funds used during construci
Equity earnings of unconsolidated subsidia
Dividends from unconsolidated subsidiar
Shar-based compensation expe!
Net realized and unrealized hedging and derivdtaesaction:
Changes in operating assets and liabilit
Accounts receivabl
Accrued unbilled revenue
Inventories
Other current asse
Accounts payabl
Net regulatory assets and liabiliti
Other current liabilitie:
Pension and other employee benefit obligat
Change in other noncurrent ass
Change in other noncurrent liabilities

Net cash provided by operating activit

Investing activities
Utility capital/construction expendituri
Proceeds from insurance recovel
Allowance for equity funds used during construct
Purchases of investments in external decommisgidiimd
Proceeds from the sale of investments in exteraabehmissioning fun
Investment in WYCO Development LL
Change in restricted ca
Other, net

Net cash used in investing activiti

Financing activities
(Repayments of) proceeds from sl-term borrowings, ne
Proceeds from issuance of l--term debi
Repayments of lor-term debt, including reacquisition premiu
Proceeds from issuance of common sl
Repurchase of common sta
Purchase of common stock for settlement of equitgrés
Dividends paid

Net cash provided by (used in) financing activi

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

Supplemental disclosure of cash flow informati
Cash paid for interest (net of amounts capitali:
Cash received (paid) for income taxes,
Supplemental disclosure of r-cash investing and financing transactic
Property, plant and equipment additions in accopatsble
Issuance of common stock for reinvested dividemas401 (k) plan:

Three Months Ended March

31
2013 2012
$ 23657( $ 183,89
18 (124)
253,00 233,09
1,712 1,887
27,52: 26,00
130,66: 167,42
(1,657 (1,552
(19,759 (13,45()
(7,577) (7,15¢)
9,53¢ 8,02¢
8,167 3,88¢
217 7,13¢
(72,20%) (52,649
76,60: 197,33(
87,86¢ 143,87:
(51,209 (71,547
5,311 (202,64
88,57 61,87:
20,31¢ 17,71:
(181,09:) (180,03()
24,57¢ (38,80¢)
5,16( (6,686)
642,32 477 48:
(752,25 (497,21
23,50( :
19,75¢ 13,45(
(586,23) (213,619
584,94¢ 213,61
(231) (172)
- 86,23:
(2,745) (1,304)
(713,26 (399,01)
(177,000 120,00(
494,28: 74F
(251,36) (75€)
160,08« 1,59¢
8 (18,529
- (23,307
(124,420) (119,16:)
101,57 (39,417
30,63 39,05¢
82,32: 60,68
$ 112,96( $  99,74:
$ (153,499 $  (156,27)
17,93¢ (1,179
$ 25653 $ 224,31
18,79: 18,81¢



See Notes to Consolidated Financial Statements
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CONSOLIDATED BALANCE SHEETS (UNAUDITED)
(amounts in thousands, except share and per stae) d

Assets

Current assetl
Cash and cash equivalel
Accounts receivable, n
Accrued unbilled revenue
Inventories
Regulatory asse
Derivative instrument
Deferred income taxe
Prepayments and other

Total current assets

Property, plant and equipment, |

Other asset

XCEL ENERGY INC. AND SUBSIDIARIES

Nuclear decommissioning fund and other investm

Regulatory asse
Derivative instrument
Other
Total other assets
Total assets

Liabilities and Equity

Current liabilities
Current portion of lon-term debt
Shor-term deb
Accounts payabl
Regulatory liabilities
Taxes accrue
Accrued interes
Dividends payabli
Derivative instrument
Other

Total current liabilities

Deferred credits and other liabiliti
Deferred income taxe
Deferred investment tax cred
Regulatory liabilities
Asset retirement obligatior
Derivative instrument
Customer advance
Pension and employee benefit obligati
Other

Total deferred credits and other liabilities

Commitments and contingenci
Capitalization
Long-term debi

Common stock — 1,000,000,000 shares authorize@.60%ar value; 494,755,061 and
487,959,516 shares outstanding at March 31, 20d®awe. 31, 2012, respective

Additional paid in capita
Retained earning
Accumulated other comprehensive loss

Total common stockholders’ equity
Total liabilities and equity

See Notes to Consolidated Financial Staternr

Dec. 31,

March 31, 201: 2012
$ 112,96( $ 82,32
789,20¢ 718,04¢
586,76: 663,36:
447,70¢ 535,57«
369,20t 352,97
59,55¢ 69,01
93,19: 32,52¢
246,07¢ 171,31!
2,704,67. 2,625,13!
24,219,223 23,809,34
1,663,64 1,617,86!
2,711,88. 2,762,02!
111,16¢ 126,29
177,07¢ 200,00¢
4.,663,77. 4,706,19!
$ 31,587,67 $ 31,140,68
$ 6,92¢ $ 258,15!
425,00( 602,00(
932,54’ 959,09:
193,65¢ 168,85¢
415,08: 334,44:
135,53: 162,49:
133,23t 131,74¢
30,76: 32,48:
253,77( 287,80:
2,526,51 2,937,07.
4,643,37! 4,434 ,90!
81,67 82,76
1,077,60! 1,059,93!
1,741,70 1,719,79
230,27: 242 .86t
259,20( 252,88
979,52( 1,163,26!
250,67¢ 229,20°
9,264,03! 9,185,63.
10,642,00 10,143,90
1,236,88: 1,219,89
5,515,51. 5,353,01!
2,516,33; 2,413,811
(113,62() (112,65
9,155,11. 8,874,07
$ 31,587,67 $ 31,140,68
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Three Months Ended March 31,
2013 and 2012
Balance at Dec. 31, 201
Comprehensive incom
Net income
Other comprehensive income
Comprehensive incorr
Dividends declarec
Common stocl
Issuances of common sto
Repurchase of common sta
Purchase of common stock for
settlement of equity awart
Share-based compensation
Balance at March 31, 201:

Balance at Dec. 31, 2012
Comprehensive incom

Net income

Other comprehensive loss
Comprehensive incorr
Dividends declarec

Common stocl
Issuances of common sto
Share-based compensation
Balance at March 31, 201:

XCEL ENERGY INC. AND SUBSIDIARIES
CONSOLIDATED STATEMENTS OF COMMON STOCKHOLDERS’ EQU ITY (UNAUDITED)
(amounts in thousands)

Common Stock Issuec

Accumulated Total
Other Common
Additional

Paid Retained Comprehensive Stockholders

Shares Par Value In Capital Earnings Loss Equity
486,49 $ 1,216,23. $ 5,327,44. $ 2,032,550 $ (94,03 $ 8,482,19
183,89: 183,89:
26,52( 26,52(
210,41
(127,179 (127,179
1,14z 2,85k 2,28¢ 5,14:
(700 (1,750 (16,779 (18,529
(23,307 (23,307
8,921 8,921
486,93t $ 1,217,33' $ 5,29857 $ 2,089,27 $ (67,51Y) $ 8,537,67.
487,96( $ 1,219,89° $ 5,353,01! $ 2,413,811 $ (112,65) $ 8,874,07
236,57( 236,57(
(967) (967)
235,60:
(134,05 (134,05
6,79t 16,98¢ 151,84! 168,83:
10,65: 10,65:
494,75' $ 1,236,880 $ 551551 $ 2,516,33 $ (113,620 $ 9,155,11.

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

In the opinion of management, the accompanying ditedi consolidated financial statements contaimdjlistments necessary to present
fairly, in accordance with accounting principlesgrally accepted in the United States of AmericAAB), the financial position of Xcel
Energy Inc. and its subsidiaries as of March 31,.328nd Dec. 31, 2012; the results of its operatimtduding the components of net income
and comprehensive income, and changes in stockisblguity for the three months ended March 31,384d 2012; and its cash flows for
the three months ended March 31, 2013 and 201RPadfstments are of a normal, recurring natureepkas otherwise

disclosed. Management has also evaluated the tropagents occurring after March 31, 2013 up ®dhate of issuance of these consolid
financial statements. These statements contaireatssary adjustments and disclosures resulting thhat evaluation.The Dec. 31, 2012
balance sheet information has been derived fronatigited 2012 consolidated financial statementsiéted in the Xcel Energy Inc. Annual
Report on Form 10-K for the year ended Dec. 312200hese notes to the consolidated financial states have been prepared pursuant to
the rules and regulations of the SEC for QuartBdports on Form 10-Q. Certain information and ntiéelosures normally included in
financial statements prepared in accordance wittABAn an annual basis have been condensed or drpittsuant to such rules and
regulations. For further information, refer to tensolidated financial statements and notes theiretluded in the Xcel Energy Inc. Annual
Report on Form 10-K for the year ended Dec. 3122€d with the SEC on Feb. 22, 2013. Due togbasonality of Xcel Energy’s electric
and natural gas sales, interim results are notssacdy an appropriate base from which to projeciual results.

1. Summary of Significant Accounting Policies

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

2. Accounting Pronouncements
Recently Adopte!

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

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

Dec. 31,
(Thousands of Dollars) March 31, 201: 2012
Accounts receivable, ne
Accounts receivabl $ 839,75 $  769,44(
Less allowance for bad debts (50,54) (51,399
$ 789,20¢ $ 718,04t
Dec. 31,
(Thousands of Dollars) March 31, 201: 2012
Inventories
Materials and supplie $ 216,43t $  213,73¢
Fuel 171,12: 189,42!
Natural gas 60,15( 132,41(
$ 447,70¢ $  535,57:
Dec. 31,
(Thousands of Dollars) March 31, 201: 2012
Property, plant and equipment, net
Electric plant $ 28,471,008 $ 28,285,03
Natural gas plar 3,871,65: 3,836,33!
Common and other propet 1,478,22, 1,480,55!
Plant to be retire@ 141,03t 152,73(
Construction work in progress 2,136,73. 1,757,18!
Total property, plant and equipme 36,098,72 35,511,84
Less accumulated depreciati (12,216,16) (12,048,69)
Nuclear fuel 2,108,78 2,090,80:
Less accumulated amortization (1,772,12) (1,744,59)

$ 24,219,23 $ 23,809,34

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

4. Income Taxes

Except to the extent noted below, the circumstasegforth in Note 6 to the consolidated finansiatements included in Xcel Energy Inc.’s
Annual Report on Form 10-K for the year ended [3d¢.2012 appropriately represent, in all mategapects, the current status of other
income tax matters, and are incorporated hereiefgyence.

Federal Audit — Xcel Energy files a consolidated federal incomer&turn. The statute of limitations applicablexizel Energy’s 2008
federal income tax return expired in September 200 statute of limitations applicable to Xceleyy’s 2009 federal income tax return
expires in June 2015. In the third quarter of 2@ Internal Revenue Service (IRS) commencedkammation of tax years 2010 and
2011. As of March 31, 2013, the IRS had not prepgaany material adjustments to tax years 2010 aad.2

State Audits— Xcel Energy files consolidated state tax returrseblzon income in its major operating jurisdictiofi€olorado, Minnesota,
Texas, and Wisconsin, and various other state ieebased tax returns. As of March 31, 2013, Xcdrgy's earliest open tax years that are
subject to examination by state taxing authoritieiss major operating jurisdictions were as follw

State Year
Colorado 2006
Minnesota 2009
Texas 2008
Wisconsin 2008
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In the fourth quarter of 2012, the state of Coloradmmenced an examination of tax years 2006 thr@0§9. In the first quarter of 2013,
state of Wisconsin commenced an examination oféaxs 2009 through 2011. As of March 31, 2013naterial adjustments had been
proposed for either of these audits. There areently no other state income tax audits in progress

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

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

Dec. 31,
(Millions of Dollars) March 31, 201: 2012
Unrecognized tax bene— Permanent tax positiol $ 7C $ 4.7
Unrecognized tax benefit — Temporary tax positions 30.2 29.¢
Total unrecognized tax benefit $ 37.z $ 34.5

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

Dec. 31,
(Millions of Dollars) March 31, 201: 2012
NOL and tax credit carryforwarc $ (36.) $ (33.9

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

The payable for interest related to unrecognizgdemefits is partially offset by the interest bitreessociated with NOL and tax credit
carryforwards. The payables for interest relatedrirecognized tax benefits at March 31, 2013 a@cl B1, 2012 were not material. No
amounts were accrued for penalties related to ogrézed tax benefits as of March 31, 2013 or D&é¢c2812.

5. Rate Matters

Except to the extent noted below, the circumstaseeorth in Note 12 to the consolidated finanstatements included in Xcel Energy Inc.’s
Annual Report on Form 10-K for the year ended [3d¢.2012 appropriately represent, in all mategapects, the current status of other rate
matters, and are incorporated herein by reference.

NSP-Minnesota

Pending Regulatory Proceedinc— Minnesota Public Utilities Commission (MPUC)

Base Rate

NSP-Minnesota — Minnesota 2012 Electric Rate Case- In November 2012, NSP-Minnesota filed a requegh wie MPUC to increase
electric rates approximately $285 million, or 1pétcent. The rate filing was based on a 2013 &wtetest year, a requested return on equity
(ROE) of 10.6 percent, an average electric rate baapproximately $6.3 billion and an equity raifds2.56 percent. In January 2013,
interim rates of approximately $251 million becaefective, subject to refund.

On Feb. 28, 2013, intervening parties filed ditestimony proposing modifications to NSP-Minnesstate request. The Minnesota
Department of Commerce (DOC) recommended an inerebapproximately $93.6 million, based on a recanded ROE of 10.24 percent

and an equity ratio of 52.56 percent. Seven dtttervenors filed testimony recommending variougisitinents, some similar to the DOC,
no other party made a comprehensive analysis ohtIcase elements. See the summary of DOC reeadations below.
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On March 25, 2013, NSP-Minnesota filed rebuttdiinesny and revised the requested annual revenuedse to approximately $219.7
million, or 8.23 percent, based on an ROE of 1@&@nt, a rate base of approximately $6.3 billind an equity ratio of 52.56 percent. The
updated request reflects alternate proposals ierakkey areas including deferral and removal ofage costs related to Sherco 3 and to
Monticello, as well as removal of costs for caretitin of the Prairie Island Extended Power Upr&tel) project. Additional adjustments
were made for compensation and benefits, amouizaif pension market losses and Black Dog remediatbsts. NSP-Minnesota’s updated
request also reflects more recent information @perty taxes and sales forecast, as well as datactions to the original filing.

On April 12, 2013, intervenors including the DOdfi€e of Attorney General (OAG), Minnesota ChamfiCC), Xcel Large Industrials
(XLI), Commercial Group, Industrial, Commercial almgtitutional Customers, and Energy Cents Coalified surrebuttal testimony. The
DOC recommended a revenue increase of $89.6 milliased on a 9.83 percent ROE, an average eleateibase of approximately $6.1
billion and an equity ratio of 52.56 percent. Tokowing table summarizes the effect of the DO&sommendations on NSP-Minnesota’s
original request:

DOC Direct

Testimony DOC Surrebuttal

February Testimony

(Millions of Dollars) 2013 April 2013
NSF-Minnesota's original reque $ 28t $ 28t
ROE (20) (44)
Sherco Unit ¢ (39 (44)
Reduced recovery for the nuclear ple 9 (5)
Elimination of certain incentive compensat (25) (20
Increase to the sales forec (249 (26)
Reduced recovery of pensi (25) (25)
Employee benefit (11 (6)
Other, net (38) (25)
DOC recommendation $ 94 $ 90

In its surrebuttal testimony, the OAG recommendsomrg other things, no recovery for the Prairierdl&PU project, stating it should have
been written off in 2012 when cancellation was appd by the MPUC on Dec. 20, 2012. The DOC is atssupportive of recovery of the
Prairie Island EPU cancelled plant costs, but ifiestrequirements for the next case if deferralliswed. The OAG suggests pension
recovery in rates exceeds benefit payout becauskasfges made to benefit plans and recommendsctiorrdor an alleged overellection of
funds to pay for future benefits which may neveph#l out. The OAG supports the DOC in adjustmemtecovery of annual incentive
compensation and does not find NSP-Minnesota’'sceh@proposal warranted. Other intervenors maiethiheir primary positions with
various adjustments and recommendations for ctegsonsibility and rate design. XLI and MCC oppossmbvery of Sherco 3 costs and
Monticello EPU costs.

Hearings were held in April and NSP-Minnesota redigs rate request to approximately $215.4 miltmmneflect updated property tax
information and other adjustments. Also at theringa, the DOC’s recommendation was revised to@pprately $98.6 million, largely to
reflect updated information. NSP-Minnesota hasgeized a liability representing its best estimaftany refund obligation.

Next steps in the procedural schedule are expéated as follows

Initial Brief — May 15, 201z

Reply Brief and Findings of Fa— May 30, 201:
Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) Repc July 3, 201:
MPUC Order- Anticipated by September 20.

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

Base Rate

NSP-Minnesota — North Dakota 2012 Electric Rate Caseln December 2012, NSP-Minnesota filed a requétst the NDPSC to increase
annual retail electric rates approximately $16.8iom, or 9.25 percent. The rate filing is baseda02013 forecast test year, a requested ROE

of 10.6 percent, an electric rate base of approwaty&377.6 million and an equity ratio of 52.56qant. In January 2013, the NDPSC
approved an interim electric increase of $14.7iamll effective Feb. 16, 2013, subject to refund.

11
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Next steps in the procedural schedule are expéated as follows

Staff/Intervenor Direct Testimor— July 12, 201:
Rebuttal Testimon- Aug. 12, 201z

Technical Hearing— Aug. 27-28, 2013

Initial Briefs— Sept. 20, 201

Reply Briefs/Proposed Findin~ October 201!

A final NDPSC decision on the case is expectethénfourth quarter of 2013.
Recently Concluded Regulatory Proceedir— South Dakota Public Utilities Commission (SDPUC)
Base Rate

NSP-Minnesota — South Dakota 2012 Electric Rate Case In June 2012, NSP-Minnesota filed a request wighSDPUC to increase
electric rates by $19.4 million annually. The resfiuwas based on a 2011 historic test year adjéstéehown and measurable changes, a
requested ROE of 10.65 percent, an average ragedd&867.5 million and an equity ratio of 52.89qemt. Interim rates of $19.4 million
went into effect on Jan. 1, 2013, subject to refund

In March 2013, NSP-Minnesota and the SDPUC Stafflied a settlement agreement that provides fosatade increase of approximately
$11.6 million and the implementation of a new ritterecover an additional $3.7 million for certaapital projects and incremental property
taxes. Combined, the overall revenue increasg@aB is approximately $15.3 million, or 9.1 percefhe rider is subject to trug for actue
costs and is projected to provide incremental reeesf $2.6 million in 2014. The settlement agresnadso includes a moratorium on base
rate increases, effective until Jan. 1, 2015. Sétdement was approved by the SDPUC on April 9320mplementation of new rates and
rider began on May 1, 2013.

PSCo
Pending and Recently Concluded Regulatory Procegdi— CPUC
Base Rate

PSCo- Colorado 2013 Gas Rate Case In December 2012, PSCo filed a multi-year requést the CPUC to increase Colorado retalil
natural gas rates by $48.5 million in 2013 withsedpent step increases of $9.9 million in 2014%&k®11 million in 2015. The request is
based on a 2013 forecast test year, a 10.5 pdRe2Hf a rate base of $1.3 billion and an equityrati56 percent. PSCo is requesting an
extension of its Pipeline System Integrity Adjustin@ SIA) rider mechanism to collect the costs aisged with its pipeline integrity efforts,
including accelerated system renewal projects. P&timates that the PSIA will increase by $26.8ioniin 2014 with a subsequent step
increase of $24.7 million in 2015 in addition te throposed changes in base rate revenue. In aigomwith the multi-year base rate step
increases, PSCo is proposing a stay-out provigionea earnings test through the end of 2015 withramitment to file a rate case to
implement revised rates on Jan. 1, 2016.

In January 2013, the CPUC suspended the tarifigfiind set the case for hearing. In order to acwothate the procedural schedule, rates
go into effect as filed on Aug. 10, 2013, subjectafund for the difference between the filed rated the rates approved in the final CPUC
order in the case.

On April 3, 2013, four parties filed answer testimgan the natural gas case. The CPUC Staff anat©fff Consumer Counsel (OCC)
recommended changes to the level of integrity mememt costs moved from the PSIA rider to base réftes clarity, PSCo will present base
rate recommendations relative to deficiencies withibe PSIA revenues to isolate the base rate itad¢he recommendations. PSE€@01:
deficiency based on a Forecasted Test Year (FTY9fRSIA changes was $45 million for 2013 andréanenue deficiency was $28.3 milli
based on a Historic Test Year (HTY).
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The CPUC Staff recommended a rate reduction of4bidllion, based on a HTY, an ROE of 9 percent ancquity ratio of 52 percent and
other adjustments. The OCC recommended a rateaserof $0.5 million based on a HTY, an ROE of@geat and equity ratio of 51.03
percent and other adjustments. While the OCC dideacommend that the CPUC set rates using a Higy, did calculate a revenue
deficiency of $12.4 million for 2013. No otherémtenor made ROE recommendations or specific recamdations regarding the revenue
deficiency. The major adjustments to the test peaposed by the CPUC Staff and OCC are presermtedvb

(Millions of Dollars) CPUC Staff OCC
PSCo deficiency based on a H* $ 28.2 % 28.2
ROE and capital structure adjustme (20.9) (20.0
Move to a 13 month average from year end rate (5.7) (3.2
Remove pension ass (5.9 -
Remove incentive compensati (3.5 (0.2
Challenge known and measura - (9.0
Eliminate depreciation annualizati - (1.8
Revenue adjustmen (4.2 (1.9
Resulting tax impact 1.5 4.7
Other adjustments (4.2) 3.1
Recommendation $ (14.49) $ 0.5

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

On April 29, 2013, PSCo filed rebuttal testimonyglaavised its requested annual rate increase t@$ddlion for 2013, $9.0 million for 201
and $10.9 million for 2015, based on an ROE of J@Rent. PSCo refutes the recommendations dEB¢C Staff and the OCC to disallow
known and measurable adjustments and otherwisegehr@gulatory precedent including moving from ehgear rate base to average rate
base for a HTY, removing the pension asset, rengovicentive compensation and moving to an impugggtal structure. PSCo agreed to
recover approximately $3.5 million of revenue regoient in the PSIA, rather than through base mdsaccepted the CPUC Staff's
recommendation to use deferred accounting to acamtata property tax increases.

Hearings are expected to start in May 2013 anccaside is expected in the third quarter of 2013.

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

Next steps in the procedural schedule are expdctod as follows

Staff/Intervenor Direct Testimor— Aug. 7, 201z

Rebuttal Testimony and Reverse C-Answer Testimonv- Aug. 28, 201:
Evidentiary Hearing— Sept. 2-27, 2013

Pos-Hearing Statement Positi— Oct. 11, 201:

Proposed Finding- prior to Dec. 31, 201

PSCo- 2011 Electric Rate Case Earnings TestOn April 1, 2013, PSCao filed a tariff implemergithe earnings sharing mechanism
compliance with the settlement and CPUC decisiorP®Co’s 2011 electric rate case. The earningsmghmechanism is used to apply
prospective electric rate adjustments for earningke prior year over PSCo’s authorized ROE tho&sbf 10 percent. Based on the filing,
PSCo’s earnings did not exceed the establishedhble. Any party disputing the calculation mus# & notice with the CPUC identifying all
issues by May 15, 2013.
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Electric, Purchased Gas and Resource Adjustment Cleses

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

In March 2012, the CPUC approved an annual maitganiisg on the first $20 million of margins on hybREC trades of 80 percent to the
customers and 20 percent to PSCo. Margins in exafethe $20 million are to be shared 90 percethéacustomers and 10 percent to
PSCo. The CPUC authorized PSCo to return to cus®omspent carbon offset funds by crediting th&REegulatory asset balance. For
three months ended March 31, 2013 and 2012, PStiitenl the RESA regulatory asset balance $4.0anibind $28.7 million,

respectively. The cumulative credit to the RES@ulatory asset balance was $86.8 million and $68l&n at March 31, 2013 and Dec. 31,
2012, respectively. The credits include the cust@mshare of REC trading margins and the custorsbese of carbon offset funds.

This sharing mechanism will be effective througli£2@o provide the CPUC an opportunity to reviewfitaanework and evidence regarding
actual deliveries.

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

SPS- Texas 2012 Electric Rate Case In November 2012, SPS filed an electric rate aageexas with the PUCT for an increase in annual
revenue of approximately $90.2 million. The ralied is based on a historic twelve month test yeaded June 30, 2012 (adjusted for known
and measurable changes), a requested ROE of 1€xé&np, an electric rate base of $1.15 billion anaquity ratio of 52 percent.

In April 2013, the parties filed a settlement agneat in which SPS’ base rate will increase by $8lan, effective May 1, 2013, on an
interim basis pending the PUCT’s approval of thflesment, and by an additional $13.8 million on S4p2013. In addition, the settlement
allows SPS to file a transmission cost recoverystdjent rider in the fourth quarter of 2013 andtfmse rates to become effective on an
interim basis in January 2014. Under the settlén®®S cannot file another base rate case in 2t 3here are no restrictions on SPS filir
base rate case in 2014. The PUCT is expected tindbe settlement during the second quarter 8820

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

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

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

Next steps in the procedural schedule are expéated as follows
e Staff/Intervenor Direct Testimor— Aug. 8, 2013

e Rebuttal Testimon- Aug. 29, 201:
e Evidentiary Hearing— Sept. 1-27, 2013
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Purchase and Sale Agreement for Certain Texas Tramssion Asset— On March 29, 2013, SPS entered into a purchassaadgreeme
with Sharyland Distribution and Transmission Seegid_LC for the sale of certain segments of SR8igmission lines and two related
substations for a base purchase price of $37 mjlBabject to adjustments for unplanned capitakegfiures. The transaction is subject to
various regulatory approvals including that of Bezleral Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC).

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

6. Commitments and Contingencie:

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

Purchased Power Agreemen

Under certain purchased power agreements, NSP-BitaePSCo and SPS purchase power from indepepdest producing entities for
which the utility subsidiaries are required to rbimse natural gas or biomass fuel costs, or taggaate in tolling arrangements under which
the utility subsidiaries procure the natural gagined to produce the energy that they purchasesé specific purchased power agreements
create a variable interest in the associated intigrd power producing entity.

Xcel Energy had approximately 3,324 megawatts (M\Qapacity under long-term purchased power agre&sras of March 31, 2013 and
Dec. 31, 2012, with entities that have been deteethio be variable interest entities. Xcel Endrgy concluded that these entities are not
required to be consolidated in its consolidatedrfirial statements because it does not have therpowl@ect the activities that most
significantly impact the entities’ economic perf@nte. These agreements have expiration dategthtba year 2033.

Guarantees and Indemnifications

Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsidiaries provide got#as and bond indemnities under specified agretsnoetransactions. The guarantees and
bond indemnities issued by Xcel Energy Inc. gu@amayment or performance by its subsidiariesa Aesult, Xcel Energy Inc.’s exposure
under the guarantees and bond indemnities is hgsmdthe net liability of the relevant subsidiander the specified agreements or
transactions. Most of the guarantees and bondrindies issued by Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsid&limit the exposure to a maximum
amount stated in the guarantees and bond indemsnifie of March 31, 2013 and Dec. 31, 2012, XcadrGn Inc. and its subsidiaries had no
assets held as collateral related to their guagapteond indemnities and indemnification agreements

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

Dec. 31,
(Millions of Dollars) March 31, 201! 2012
Guarantees issued and outstanc $ 69. $ 69.5
Current exposure under these guarar 17.¢ 17.¢
Bonds with indemnity protectia 30.€ 29.€

Indemnification Agreement:

In connection with the acquisition of the 201 MW\es wind project in 2011, NSP-Minnesota agreeiddemnify the seller for losses
arising out of a breach of certain representatamswarranties. NSP-Minnesaahdemnification obligation was capped at $20ionllundel
the agreement. The indemnification obligation esgbiin March 2013.

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

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

15




Table of Content
Environmental Contingencies

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

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) ébits Record of Decision (ROD) in 2010, which d#xsss the preferred remedy the
EPA has selected for the cleanup of the Ashlard dit 2011, the EPA issued special notice lettlastifying several entities, including NSP-
Wisconsin, as PRPs, for future remediation at itee §he special notice letters requested thadRRPs participate in negotiations with the
EPA regarding how the PRPs intended to conducaprfgr the remediation at the Ashland site. Asslt of those settlement negotiations,
the EPA agreed to segment the Ashland site intaragpareas. The first area (Phase | Project Anehjdes soil and groundwater in Kreher
Park and the Upper Bluff. The second area inclildesSediments.

In October 2012, a settlement among the EPA, thectivisin Department of Natural Resources (WDNR)Bide River and Red Cliff Bands
of the Lake Superior Tribe of Chippewa Indians &I8P-Wisconsin was approved by the U.S. Districtr€for the Western District of
Wisconsin. This settlement resolves claims agaii®R®-Wisconsin for its alleged responsibility fbetremediation of the Phase | Project
Area. Under the terms of the settlement, N8Beonsin agreed to perform the remediation ofRhase | Project Area, but does not admit
liability with respect to the Ashland site. Thédtkenent reflects a cost estimate for the cleanfuibhe Phase | Project Area of $40

million. The settlement also resolves claims lg/féderal, state and tribal trustees against NS§tWisin for alleged natural resource
damages at the Ashland site, including both thes@h&roject Area and the Sediments. As part@t#itlement, NSR¥isconsin will conve)
approximately 1,390 acres of land to the State ©cdhsin. Fieldwork to address the Phase | Préjeza at the Ashland site began at the
of 2012 and continues in 2013.

Negotiations between the EPA and M-Wisconsin regarding who will pay or perform theaup of the Sediments are ongoing. The EPA’s
ROD for the Ashland site includes estimates thatcibst of the preferred remediation related tdSbediments is between $63 million and $77
million, with a potential deviation in such estiradtcosts of up to 50 percent higher to 30 percame.

In August 2012, NSP-Wisconsin also filed litigatiagainst other PRPs for their share of the cle@osgts for the Ashland site. Trial for this
matter has been scheduled for June 2014.

At March 31, 2013 and Dec. 31, 2012, NSP-Wiscohaith recorded a liability of $103.8 million and $1D#illion, respectively, for the
Ashland site based upon potential remediation @sijd costs together with estimated outside leggélcansultant costs; of which $18.1
million and $20.1 million, respectively, was coresied a current liability. NSP-Wisconsin’s potehli@bility, the actual cost of remediation
and the time frame over which the amounts may Ik qua@ subject to change. NSP-Wisconsin also soas to work to identify and access
state and federal funds to apply to the ultimateadiation cost of the entire site. Unresolvedessor factors that could result in higher or
lower NSP-Wisconsin remediation costs for the Astilaite include the cleanup approach implementethiSediments, which party
implements the cleanup, the timing of when theralgeais implemented, potential contributions by otARPs and whether federal or state
funding may be directed to help offset remediatiosts at the Ashland site.

NSF-Wisconsin has deferred the estimated site renmiediabsts, as a regulatory asset, based on antexipadhat the Public Service
Commission of Wisconsin (PSCW) will continue tooall NSP-Wisconsin to recover payments for enviroriaeemediation from its
customers. The PSCW has consistently authoriz&tbi-Wisconsin rates recovery of all remediatiostencurred at the Ashland site, and
has authorized recovery of MGP remediation coststhgr Wisconsin utilities. External MGP remedatcosts are subject to deferral in the
Wisconsin retail jurisdiction and are reviewed ioudence as part of the Wisconsin retail rate paseess. Under an existing PSCW policy,
utilities have recovered remediation costs for M@Psatural gas rates, amortized over a four-xeysiar period. The PSCW historically has
not allowed utilities to recover their carrying tosn unamortized regulatory assets for MGP rentiedia

In a recent rate case decision, the PSCW recogitieedotential magnitude of the future liability the cleanup at the Ashland site. In
December 2012, the PSCW granted an exception é&xigting policy at the request of NSFisconsin. The elements of this exception incl
1) approval to begin recovery of estimated PhaBeoject costs beginning on Jan. 1, 2013; 2) apptovamortize these estimated costs ov
ten-year period; and 3) approval to apply a theregnt carrying cost to the unamortized regulatsset. Implementation of this exception
will help mitigate the rate impact to natural gastomers and the risk to NSP-Wisconsin from a loageortization period.
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Environmental Requirement

Cross-State Air Pollution Rule (CSAPR) 41 2011, the EPA issued the CSAPR to address langer transport of particulate matter (PM)
and ozone by requiring reductions in sulfur diox{8©,) and nitrogen oxide (NOx) from utilities in thestern half of the United States. For

Xcel Energy, the rule would have applied in Minrtas@Visconsin and Texas. The CSAPR would havense¢ stringent requirements than
the proposed Clean Air Transport Rule and spedifiegould have required plants in Texas to reduwartSO, and annual NOx

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

In August 2012, the U.S. Court of Appeals for thstiict of Columbia Circuit (D.C. Circuit) vacatede CSAPR and remanded it back to the
EPA. The D.C. Circuit also stated that the EPA thaostinue administering the Clean Air InterstatdeR CAIR) pending adoption of a valid
replacement. In October 2012, the EPA, as wedtai® and local governments and environmental adgscpetitioned the D.C. Circuit to
rehear the CSAPR appeal. In January 2013, the @ir€uit denied all requests for rehearing. In 882013, the EPA and a coalition of
environmental advocacy groups separately petitidoet.S. Supreme Court review of the CSAPR deaisili is not known whether the
Supreme Court will decide to review the D.C. Citauilecision.

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

CAIR — In 2005, the EPA issued the CAIR to further regellSO, and NOx emissions. The CAIR applies to Texas\&igtonsin. The
CAIR does not apply to Minnesota.

Under the CAIR’s cap and trade structure, compaca@scomply through capital investments in emissiomtrols or purchase of emission
allowances from other utilities making reductiomstbeir systems. NSP-Wisconsin purchased allowaimc2012 and plans to continue to
purchase allowances in 2013 to comply with the CAIRthe SPS region, installation of low-NOXx coration control technology was
completed in 2012 on Tolk Unit 1. SPS plans ttailhshe same combustion control technology on Tt 2 in 2014. These installations
will reduce or eliminate SPS’ need to purchase N@wssion allowances. In addition, SPS has sufficg, allowances to comply with the

CAIR in 2013. At March 31, 2013, the estimatedwalrCAIR NOXx allowance cost for Xcel Energy did halve a material impact on the
results of operations, financial position or caskvé.

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

(BART), which require the installation and operatif emission controls for industrial facilities &timg air pollutants that reduce visibility in
certain national parks and wilderness areas. Enelgy generating facilities in several statessaigect to BART requirements. Individual
states were required to identify the facilitiesatadl in their states that will have to reduce,S®Ox and PM emissions under BART and then

set emissions limits for those facilities.

PSCo

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

In September 2012, the EPA granted final approf/ti® Colorado SIP, including the CACJA emissiodugtion plan for PSCo, as satisfying
BART requirements. The emission controls are etqueto be installed between 2014 and 2017. Pegenbsts for emission controls at the
Hayden and Pawnee plants are $340.9 million. RS@ects the cost of any required capital investmaihbe recoverable from customers.

In March 2013, WildEarth Guardians petitioned th& WCourt of Appeals for the 0Circuit to review the EPA’s decision approving the
Colorado SIP. WildEarth Guardians has statedithétl challenge the BART determination made foor@anche Units 1 and 2, which was a
separate determination that was not part of the I¥€mission reduction plan. In comments beforeBRA, WildEarth Guardians urged tl
current emission limitations be made more stringenthat Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR) beeatito the units. PSCo has intervene
the case.

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

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

,. The combustion controls have been installedfter&® Units 1 and 2. The scrubber upgrades arerwag and scheduled to be completed

by January 2015.

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

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

In August 2012, the National Parks Conservationo&iggion, Sierra Club, Voyageurs National Park Assion, Friends of the Boundary
Waters Wilderness, Minnesota Center for Environmleditivocacy and Fresh Energy appealed the BRfproval of the Minnesota SIP to
U.S. Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit. T@eurt denied intervention in the case to NSP-Miotesnd other regulated parties who
petitioned to intervene. It is not yet known hdwe D.C. Circuit’'s reversal of the CSAPR may imphet EPA’s approval of the Minnesota
SIP.

The estimated cost for meeting the BART, regioralehand other CAA requirements is approximately 8on, of which $32 million has
already been spent on projects to reduce NOx emnissin Sherco Units 1 and 2. Xcel Energy antiep#tat all costs associated with BART
compliance will be fully recoverable through redalg recovery mechanisms. If the above litigatiesults in further EPA proceedings
concerning the Minnesota SIP, such proceedingsaoagider whether SCRs should be required for Shénits 1 and 2.

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

appropriate. The EPA plans to issue a separateenmt the issue of BART for Sherco Units 1 anchdar the RAVI program. It is not yet
known when the EPA will publish a proposal undenRAr what that proposal will entail. In Decemi®2&12, a lawsuit against the EPA was
filed in the U.S. District Court for the Districf Minnesota by the following organizations: NatibRarks Conservation Association,
Minnesota Center for Environmental Advocacy, Frenfithe Boundary Waters Wilderness, VoyageursddatiPark Association, Fresh
Energy and Sierra Club. The lawsuit alleges thatiPA has failed to perform a nondiscretionary dotdetermine BART for the Sherco
Units 1 and 2 under the RAVI program. The EPAdi& answer denying the allegations and assettatgttdid not have a nondiscretionary
duty under the RAVI program. NSP-Minnesota hasiested the Court to allow it to intervene in tliigation. The Court has not yet ruled
on NSP-Minnesota’s motion.

SPS

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

Legal Contingencies

Xcel Energy is involved in various litigation mattehat are being defended and handled in the arglicourse of business. The assessme
whether a loss is probable or is a reasonable lgtigsiand whether the loss or a range of lossssmable, often involves a series of complex
judgments about future events. Management mamtainruals for such losses that are probable afjbecurred and subject to reasone
estimation. Management is sometimes unable tmastian amount or range of a reasonably possigdariocertain situations, including but
not limited to when (1) the damages sought aret@rdenate, (2) the proceedings are in the earlyestaor (3) the matters involve novel or
unsettled legal theories. In such cases, thegerisiderable uncertainty regarding the timing éimadte resolution of such matters, including a
possible eventual loss. For current proceedingspecifically reported herein, management doesntitipate that the ultimate liabilities, if
any, arising from such current proceedings woukkhamaterial effect on Xcel Energy’s financiakstaents. Unless otherwise required by
GAAP, legal fees are expensed as incurred.
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Native Village of Kivalina vs. Xcel Energy Inc. et. — In February 2008, the City and Native Villageki¥alina, Alaska, filed a lawsuit in
the U.S. District Court for the Northern Distridt@alifornia against Xcel Energy and 23 other tyjlbil, gas and coal companies. Plaintiffs
claim that defendants’ emission of carbon dioxid®¢) and other greenhouse gases contribute to glolahimg, which is harming their

village. Xcel Energy believes the claims assentetiis lawsuit are without merit and joined witther utility defendants in filing a motion to
dismiss in June 2008. In October 2009, the U.Stridt Court dismissed the lawsuit on constitutiagraunds. In November 2009, plaintiffs
filed a notice of appeal to the U.S. Court of Agpdar the Ninth Circuit (Ninth Circuit). In Octabp 2012, the Ninth Circuit affirmed the U.S.
District Court’s dismissal and subsequently rejeéghintiffs’ request for rehearing. Plaintiffs subsequentldfif petition for review with tr
United States Supreme Court. It is unknown whettheiUnited States Supreme Court will grant thistipet The amount of damages clain

by plaintiffs is unknown, but likely includes thest of relocating the Village of Kivalina. Plaiff§’ alleged relocation is estimated to cost
between $95 million to $400 million. Although Xdehergy believes the likelihood of loss is rematedd primarily on existing case law, i
not possible to estimate the amount or range cregbly possible loss in the event of an adversmme of this matter. No accrual has been
recorded for this matter.

Comer vs. Xcel Energy Inc. et ak- In May 2011, less than a year after their inilgabsuit was dismissed, plaintiffs in this purpdrtdass
action lawsuit filed a second lawsuit against ntben 85 utility, oil, chemical and coal companieshie U.S. District Court in
Mississippi. The complaint alleges defendants’ &issions intensified the strength of Hurricaneritatand increased the damage

plaintiffs purportedly sustained to their properflaintiffs base their claims on public and prévatiisance, trespass and negligence. Among
the defendants named in the complaint are Xceldynkerc., SPS, PSCo, NSP-Wisconsin and NSP-Minnestite amount of damages
claimed by plaintiffs is unknown. The defendargtidve this lawsuit is without merit and filed a tiom to dismiss the lawsuit. In March
2012, the U.S. District Court granted this motiondismissal. In April 2012, plaintiffs appealétstdecision to the U.S. Court of Appeals
the Fifth Circuit. Oral arguments occurred in M&3A3. It is uncertain when the Fifth Circuit wikue its decision. Although Xcel Energy
believes the likelihood of loss is remote basethprily on existing case law, it is not possiblestimate the amount or range of reasonably
possible loss in the event of an adverse outconigiomatter. No accrual has been recorded ferrttatter.

Employment, Tort and Commercial Litigatio

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

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

Exelon Wind (formerly John Deere Wind (JD Wind)) @aplaint — Several lawsuits in Texas state and federal ceundsregulatory
proceedings have arisen out of a dispute concef®ifg payments for energy produced from the Ex@imd subsidiaries’ projects. There
are two main areas of dispute. First, Exelon Wilaiims that it established legally enforceablegdtibns (LEOS) for each of its 12 wind
facilities in 2005 through 2008 that require SP®uy power based on SPS’ forecasted avoided catdgtasmined in 2005 through

2008. Although SPS has refused to accept ExelodWILEOQOs, SPS accepts that it must take energy gelon Wind under SPS’ PUCT
Qualifying Facilities (QF) Tariff. Second, Exeldvind has raised various challenges to SPS’ PUCT ff, which became effective in
August 2010. The state and federal lawsuits avaiious stages of litigation. SPS believes theliltood of loss in these lawsuits is remote
based primarily on existing case law and whils ot possible to estimate the amount or rangeasfanably possible loss in the event of an
adverse outcome, SPS believes such loss wouldenmialberial based upon its belief that it would bengtted to recover such costs, if neet
through its various fuel clause mechanisms. Noumtthas been recorded for this matter.
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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 2000ubh June 2001. PSCo supplied
energy to the Pacific Northwest markets during ff@god and has been a participant in the hearitg&eptember 2001, the presiding ALJ
concluded that prices in the Pacific Northwest nlyithe referenced period were the result of a numbfactors, including the shortage of
supply, excess demand, drought and increased hgag@rices. Under these circumstances, the Ahdladed that the prices in the Pacific
Northwest markets were not unreasonable or unjusna refunds should be ordered. Subsequent taling, the FERC has allowed t
parties to request additional evidence. Partige lcéaimed that the total amount of transactiorth WiSCo subject to refund is $34 million.
June 2003, the FERC issued an order terminatingritieeeding without ordering further proceedin@®rtain purchasers filed appeals of the
FERC's orders in this proceeding with the Nintho@it.

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

The FERC has issued an order on remand establiphimgjples for the review proceeding in Octobet 20 In September 2012, the City of
Seattle filed its direct case against PSCo and ¢&theific Northwest sellers claiming refunds foe eriod January 2000 through June
2001. Seattle indicated that for the period JU@0Zhrough June 2001 PSCo had sales to the CBgatftle of approximately $50

million. The City of Seattle did not identify spfic instances of unlawful market activity by PS@uit rather based its claim for refunds on
market dysfunction in the Western markets. PS@®onstted its answering case in December 2012.

On April 5, 2013, the FERC issued an order on rehgaf its remand order issued for the Octoberl2@iew proceedings. The FERC
confirmed that the City of Seattle would be ablatt@mpt to obtain refunds back from January 2600reaffirmed the transaction-specific
standard that the City of Seattle and other complais would have to comply with to meet to obtaifunds. In addition, the FERC rejected
the imposition of any market-wide remedies. Althbuhe FERC order on rehearing established thegéor which the City of Seattle could
seek refunds as January 2000 through June 2081yritlear whether Seattle has a claim against RfsiGoto June 2000.

Preliminary calculations of the City of Seattlelaim for refunds from PSCo are approximately $28iom not including interest. PSCo has
concluded that a loss is reasonably possible wi#bect to this matter; however, given the surraugndincertainties, PSCo is currently unable
to estimate the amount or range of reasonably Iplesisiss in the event of an adverse outcome ofrtiaiter. In making this assessment, P
considered two factors. First, not withstandin@CBS view that the City of Seattle has failed tplgghe standard that the FERC has
established in this proceeding, and the recognttianthis case raises a novel issue and the FER@islard will likely be challenged on
appeal to the Ninth Circuit, the outcome of suctappeal cannot be predicted with any certaintycoBd, PSCo would expect to make
equitable arguments against refunds even if the @iSeattle were to establish that it was overgédrfor transactions. If a loss were
sustained, PSCo would attempt to recover thoses$dsem other PRPs. No accrual has been recoaddlis matter.

Nuclear Power Operations and Waste Dispo

Nuclear Waste Disposal Litigatio— In 1998, NSP-Minnesota filed a complaint in the UC8urt of Federal Claims against the United States
requesting breach of contract damages for the Department of Energy’s (DOE) failure to begin ado®epspent nuclear fuel by Jan. 31,
1998, as required by the contract between the diStates and NSP-Minnesota. NSP-Minnesota sougiitact damages in this lawsuit
through Dec. 31, 2004. In September 2007, thet@uarded NSP-Minnesota $116.5 million in damadasAugust 2007, NSP-Minnesota
filed a second complaint; this lawsuit claimed dgesafor the period Jan. 1, 2005 through Dec. 32820

In July 2011, the United States and NSP-Minnesx¢gged a settlement agreement resolving both ligsygroviding an initial $100 million
payment from the United States to NSP-Minnesotd,poviding a method by which NSP-Minnesota camvec its spent fuel storage costs
through 2013, estimated to be an additional $10dBomi The settlement does not address costsded duel storage after 2013; such costs
could be the subject of future litigation. NSP-Késota received the initial $100 million paymenfAingust 2011, the second installment of
$18.6 million in March 2012, and the third instadint of $20.7 million in October 2012. Amounts wstbsequently credited to customers,
except for approved reductions such as legal coststpmer credit amounts still in process at M&th2013, and amounts set aside to be
credited through another regulatory mechanism.
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In NSP-Wisconsin’'s 2012 Electric and Gas Rate GhsePSCW authorized NSP-Wisconsin to utilize theepeds from the second and third
installments to be included as a reduction of B&32electric rate increase. In December 2012MBR&IC approved NSP-Minnesota’s
triennial nuclear decommissioning filing which réga NSP-Minnesota to place the Minnesota retaitipo of the DOE settlement payments
for the third installment of $15.3 million and thaticipated fourth installment in 2013 into the leac decommissioning fund when

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

7. Borrowings and Other Financing Instruments

Short-Term Borrowings

Money Pool — Xcel Energy Inc. and its utility subsidiaries hastablished a money pool arrangement that allowsHortterm investment
in and borrowings between the utility subsidiari®&SP-Wisconsin does not participate in the moray.pXcel 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 [fiase money pool balances are eliminated in caotestabn.

Commercial Paper —Xcel Energy Inc. and its utility subsidiaries m#wir short-term liquidity requirements primarilyrbugh the issuance
of commercial paper and borrowings under theiritfadilities. Commercial paper outstanding foreK&nergy was as follows:

Three Months Endec Twelve Months Endec

(Amounts in Millions, Except Interest Rates) March 31, 2013 Dec. 31, 2012
Borrowing limit $ 24§ 2,4
Amount outstandini at period ent 4; 6(
Average amount outstandil 8: A
Maximum amount outstandir 1,1¢ 61
Weighted average interest rate, computed on a Hasis 0.% 0.%
Weighted average interest rate at period 0.: 0.:

Letters of Credil — Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsidiaries use lettéizr@dit, generally with terms of one year, to pda/financial guarante
for certain operating obligations. At March 31130and Dec. 31, 2012, there were $15.2 million $t4l2 million of letters of credit
outstanding, respectively, under the credit faesit All letters of credit outstanding were issueder the credit facilities at March 31, 2013
and Dec. 31, 2012. The contract amounts of thetters$ of credit approximate their fair value ang subject to fees determined in the
marketplace.

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

At March 31, 2013, Xcel Energy Inc. and its utildybsidiaries had the following committed creddilities available:

(Millions of Dollars) Credit Facility @  Drawn ® Available
Xcel Energy Inc $ 800.C $ 343.C $ 457.(
PSCao 700.( 4.C 696.(
NSF-Minnesota 500.( 56.2 443.¢
SPS 300.( 16.C 284.(
NSF-Wisconsin 150.( 21.C 129.(

Total $ 2,450.( $ 440.2 $ 2,009.¢

(@) These credit facilities expire in July 20:
() Includesoutstanding commercial paper and letters of cr

All credit facility bank borrowings, outstandingtiers of credit and outstanding commercial papéuce the available capacity under the
respective credit facilities. Xcel Energy Inc. atedsubsidiaries had no direct advances on thditdieeilities outstanding at March 31, 2013
and Dec. 31, 2012.
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Long-Term Borrowings and Other Financing Instruments

In March 2013, PSCo issued $250 million of 2.5Qcpat first mortgage bonds due March 15, 2023 afd $2illion of 3.95 percent first
mortgage bonds due March 15, 2043.

Issuances of Common Sto— In March 2013, Xcel Energy Inc. filed a prospeciupplement under which it may sell up to $400 wonillof
its common stock through an at-the-market offepnagram. As of March 31, 2013, Xcel Energy Ind lesued 5.5 million shares of
common stock through this program and received pasteeds of $158.6 million, net of $1.6 millionfees and commissions.

Xcel Energy Inc. had commitments not recognizethenconsolidated balance sheet at March 31, 20%8lk@.2 million shares of common
stock under sales transactions entered into dhimdast three trading days of March 2013. Subsegio March 31, 2013, Xcel Energy Inc.
issued shares to settle these transactions in egetHar net cash proceeds of $64.5 million. Thezeeds from the issuances of common s
were used to repay short-term debt, infuse eqottythe utility subsidiaries and for other genexaiporate purposes.

Planned Debt Redemptic— On April 15, 2013, Xcel Energy Inc. notified thedtee of its intent to redeem the entire $400 amilfprincipal
amount of the 7.60 percent junior subordinatedshoteMay 31, 2013.

8. Fair Value of Financial Assets and Liabilities
Fair Value Measurements

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

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

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

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

Specific valuation methods include the following:

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

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

Investments in debt securiti— Fair values for debt securities are determined thyrd party pricing service using recent tradeg an
observable spreads from benchmark interest ratesrfilar securities, except for asset-backed andgage-backed securities, for which the
third party service also utilizes additional inpirtsa discounted cash flow model, including foréedgprepayments and risk adjusted
discounting.

Interest rate derivative— The fair values of interest rate derivatives argeldeon broker quotes that utilize current markierest rate
forecasts.
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Commodity derivatives- The methods used to measure the fair value of catitynderivative forwards and options utilize forwlgsrices an
volatilities, as well as pricing adjustments foesific delivery locations, and are generally assiya Level 2. When contractual settlements
extend to periods beyond those readily 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-Minneswiclude financial transmission rights (FTRs) paed from Midwest Independent
Transmission System Operator, Inc. (MISO). FTRepased from MISO are financial instruments thditleror obligate the holder to one
year of monthly revenues or charges based on tigegm congestion across a given transmission phitie. value of an FTR is derived fro
and designed to offset, the cost of energy congestvhich is caused by overall transmission loadl @her transmission constraints. In
addition to overall transmission load, congest®also influenced by the operating schedules ofgp@hants and the consumption of
electricity pertinent to a given transmission patimplanned plant outages, scheduled plant maintenahanges in the relative costs of fuels
used in generation, weather and overall changderimand for electricity can each impact the opegadthedules of the power plants on the
transmission grid and the value of an FTR. NSP#dgota’s valuation process for FTRs utilizes compikrative modeling to predict the
impacts of forecasted changes in these drivemrsangimission system congestion on the historicalmgiof FTR purchases.

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

will likewise increase or decrease. Given thetédiobservability of management’s forecasts foesshof the inputs to this complex
valuation model — including expected plant opeatinhedules and retail and wholesale demand, dhievmeasurements for FTRs have been
assigned a Level 3. Monthly FTR settlements ackuded in the fuel clause adjustment, and therefbemges in the fair value of the yet ta
settled portions of FTRs are deferred as a regylasset or liability. Given this regulatory treent and the limited magnitude of NSP-
Minnesota’s FTRs relative to its electric utilitperations, the numerous unobservable quantitatpets to the complex model used for
valuation of FTRs are insignificant to the consatetl financial statements of Xcel Energy.

Non-Derivative Instruments Fair Value Measurements

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) require®Mdinnesota to maintain a portfolio of investmetatéund the costs of
decommissioning its nuclear generating plants. eftogr with all accumulated earnings or lossesatisets of the nuclear decommissioning
fund are legally restricted for the purpose of dagossioning the Monticello and Prairie Island naclgenerating plants. The fund contains
cash equivalents, debt securities, equity secsi@iel other investments — all classified as aviaddr-sale. NSP-Minnesota plans to reinvest
matured securities until decommissioning beginse MPUC approved NSP-Minnesagroposed change in escrow fund investment sir

in September 2012. The MPUC approved an assegdithm for the escrow and investment targets bgtadass for both the escrow and
qualified trust.

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

Unrealized gains for the nuclear decommissionimgifwere $171.3 million and $135.8 million at Magh 2013 and Dec. 31, 2012,

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

March 31, 2013

Fair Value
(Thousands of Dollars) Cost Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Total
Nuclear decommissioning fund®
Cash equivalent $ 94,13. $ 88,75¢ $ 537: $ - % 94,13:
Commingled fund: 422,33 - 442,97t - 442,97t
International equity fund 67,03: - 70,58 - 70,58
Private equity investmen 29,19¢ - - 34,50¢ 34,50¢
Real estat 33,04¢ - - 40,40¢ 40,40¢
Debt securities
Government securitie 16,37¢ - 16,46¢ - 16,46¢
U.S. corporate bonc 210,50! - 216,31¢ - 216,31¢
International corporate bon 18,56: - 19,22¢ - 19,22¢
Municipal bonds 103,09( - 103,83 - 103,83
Asse-backed securitie 1,63¢ - 1,63¢ - 1,63¢
Mortgage-backed securitie 4,62 - 5,10¢ - 5,10¢
Equity securities
Common stock 411,75: 488,81 - - 488,81
Total $ 141228 $ 577,57 $ 881,52. $ 74,91 $ 1,534,00

(@ Reported in nuclear decommissioning fund and athestments on the consolidated balance sheethvetiso includes $89.8 million of equity investmeint
unconsolidated subsidiaries and $39.9 million cfaeilaneous investmen

Dec. 31, 201.
Fair Value
(Thousands of Dollars) Cost Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Total
Nuclear decommissioning fund®
Cash equivalent $ 246,90: $ 237,93t $ 8,96¢ $ - % 246,90:
Commingled fund: 396,68: - 417,58 - 417,58
International equity fund 66,45: - 69,48 - 69,48
Private equity investmen 27,94 - - 33,25( 33,25(
Real estat 32,56 - - 39,07 39,07
Debt securities
Government securitie 21,09: - 21,52: - 21,52:
U.S. corporate bonc 162,05: - 169,48t - 169,48t
International corporate bon: 15,16¢ - 16,05: - 16,05:
Municipal bonds 21,39: - 23,65( - 23,65(
Asse-backed securitie 2,06¢ - - 2,061 2,061
Mortgage-backed securitie 28,74 - - 30,20¢ 30,20¢
Equity securities
Common stock 379,09: 420,26. - - 420,26:.
Total $ 1,400,114 $ 658,20, $ 726,74, $ 104,60 $ 1,489,54.

(@ Reported in nuclear decommissioning fund and dthestments on the consolidated balance sheethvetiso includes $91.2 million of equity investmeint
unconsolidated subsidiaries and $37.1 million cgamilaneous investmen
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The following tables present the changes in Levali@ear decommissioning fund investments for kined months ended March 31, 2013
2012:

Gains
Recognized a
Regulatory  Transfers Out

(Thousands of Dollars) Jan. 1,201 Purchases Settlements Liabilities of Level 3®  March 31, 201!
Private equity investmen $ 33,25( $ 1,25¢ - - % - % 34,50¢
Real estat 39,07 4,78¢ (4,299 84t - 40,40¢
Asse-backed securitie 2,06 - - - (2,067 -
Mortgage-backed securities 30,20¢ - - - (30,209 -

Total $ 104,600 $ 6,042 $ (4,299 $ 84t $ (32,27¢) $ 74,91:

(@ Transfers out of Level 3 into Level 2 were prindipaue to diminished use of unobservable inpuég there previously significant to these fair vatneasurements.

Gains (Losses)
Recognized a:
Regulatory Asset. Transfers Out

(Thousands of Dollars) Jan. 1,201: Purchases Settlements and Liabilities of Level 3 March 31, 201:
Private equity investmen $ 9,20z $ 10,15¢ $ - $ 71C $ - $ 20,06¢
Real estat 26,39t 1,63¢ (1,766 1,64( - 27,90t
Asse-backed securitie 16,50: - D 47 - 16,541
Mortgage-backed securities 78,66¢ 6,904 (16,72§) (169) - 68,67

Total $ 130,76¢ $ 18,69t $ (18,499 $ 2,228 $ - $ 133,19:

The following table summarizes the final contrattaturity dates of the debt securities in the aacldecommissioning fund, by asset class,
at March 31, 2013:

Final Contractual Maturity

Dueinl Duein 5to
Year Dueinlto5 10 Due after 10

(Thousands of Dollars) or Less Years Years Years Total
Government securitie $ - $ 2,49t $ 10,16¢ $ 3,801 $ 16,46¢
U.S. corporate bonc 1,441 40,95: 92,07¢ 81,84¢ 216,31¢
International corporate bon: - 4,30( 13,74¢ 1,18( 19,22¢
Municipal bonds 82¢ 16,62¢ 21,91° 64,46: 103,83°
Asse-backed securitie - 1,63¢ - - 1,63¢
Mortgage-backed securities - - - 5,10¢ 5,10¢

Debt securities $ 227C % 66,01« $ 137,90 $ 156,39¢ $ 362,58"

Derivative Instruments Fair Value Measuremen

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

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

At March 31, 2013, accumulated other comprehenssges related to interest rate derivatives inadugi24 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 x¢cel Energy Inc.’s utility subsidiaries conduct iars wholesale and commodity trading
activities, including the purchase and sale oftelecapacity, energy and energy-related instrusiedicel Energy’s risk management policy
allows management to conduct these activities withiidelines and limitations as approved by itk nmnagement committee, which is made
up of management personnel not directly involvethaactivities governed by this policy.
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Commodity Derivatives —Xcel Energy enters into derivative instruments enage variability of future cash flows from changes
commodity prices in its electric and natural gasrapions, as well as for trading purposes. Thigccmclude the purchase or sale of enerc
energy-related products, natural gas to generatdriel energy, natural gas for resale and vehicé f

At March 31, 2013, Xcel Energy had various vehfadlel contracts designated as cash flow hedges éxigthrough December 2016. Xcel
Energy also enters into derivative instruments thiéigate commaodity price risk on behalf of electaind natural gas customers but are not
designated as qualifying hedging transactions.n@Géstin the fair value of namading commaodity derivative instruments are reedrth othe
comprehensive income or deferred as a regulat@st as liability. The classification as a regutgtasset or liability is based on commission
approved regulatory recovery mechanisms. Xceld@nercorded immaterial amounts to income relatatieédneffectiveness of cash flow
hedges for the three months ended March 31, 20d 2@12.

At March 31, 2013, net gains related to commodayivéitive cash flow hedges recorded as a compafertcumulated other comprehensive
losses included $0.1 million of net gains expedttebe reclassified into earnings during the nextriihths as the hedged transactions occur.

Additionally, Xcel Energy enters into commodity tktive instruments for trading purposes not disestlated to commodity price risks
associated with serving its electric and naturalgstomers. Changes in the fair value of thesencadity derivatives are recorded in electric
operating revenues, net of amounts credited tomests under margin-sharing mechanisms.

The following table details the gross notional amtswof commodity forwards, options and FTRs at Mat, 2013 and Dec. 31, 2012:

Dec. 31,
(Amounts in Thousands)@®) March 31, 201: 2012
Megawatt hours (MWh) of electricit 31,53¢ 55,97¢
Million British thermal units (MMBtu) of natural gz 31 72t
Gallons of vehicle fue 632 682

(@ Amounts are not reflective of net positions in timelerlying commodities
(b)  Notional amounts for options are included on a gtmasis, but are weighted for the probability afreise.

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

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

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

Xcel Energy’s utility subsidiaries’ most signifidaroncentrations of credit risk with particularigiss or industries are contracts with
counterparties to their wholesale, trading and nading commodity activities. At March 31, 2018uf of Xcel Energy’s 10 most significant
counterparties for these activities, comprising.86tillion or 20 percent of this credit exposurévitrch 31, 2013, had investment grade
credit ratings from Standard & Poor’s, Moody’s @ick Ratings. Five of the 10 most significant crparties, comprising $80.6 million or
27 percent of this credit exposure at March 3132@Zre not rated by these agencies, but basedtehEfXergy’s internal analysis, had credit
quality consistent with investment grade. Anotbiethese significant counterparties, comprisings$iillion or 3 percent of this credit
exposure at March 31, 2013, had credit quality feas investment grade, based on Xcel Enargyternal analysis. All 10 of these signific
counterparties are municipal or cooperative ele@ntities or other utilities, and no single coupéety comprised greater than 10 percent of
Xcel Energy’s credit exposure at March 31, 2013.

26




Table of Content

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

Three Months Ended March

31
(Thousands of Dollars) 2013 2012
Accumulated other comprehensive loss related to ftae hedges at Jan. $ (61,24) $ (45,739
After-tax net unrealized gains related to derivative®acted for as hedgt 13 25,39:
After-tax net realized (gains) losses on derivatia@sactions reclassified into earnings (30E) 181
Accumulated other comprehensive loss related to flas hedges at March 31 $ (61,539 $ (20,16%)

The following tables detail the impact of derivatiactivity during the three months ended March281,3 and 2012, on accumulated other
comprehensive loss, regulatory assets and lias|ititnd income:

Three Months Ended March 31, 201

Pre-Tax Fair Value Pre-Tax (Gains) Losse:
Gains (Losses) Recognize Reclassified into Income
During the Period in: During the Period from:
Accumulated Accumulated Pre-Tax Gains
Other Regulatory Other Regulatory Recognized
(Assets)
Comprehensive and Comprehensive  Assets anc  During the Period
(Thousands of Dollars) Loss Liabilities Loss (Liabilities) in Income
Derivatives designated as cash flow hedg
Interest rate $ -$ -9 1,15( @ $ - % =
Vehicle fuel and other commaodity 25 - (26) @ - -
Total $ 25 $ -3 1,12«  $ - $ =
Other derivative instruments
Commodity trading $ -$ -$ - $ - 8% 2,77€®)
Electric commodity - 6,41¢ - (15,229 © -
Natural gas commaodity - 54 - 9 @ 16
Total $ -9 6,47: $ - $ (152200 $ 2,792
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Three Months Ended March 31, 201:

Pre-Tax Fair Value Pre-Tax (Gains) Losse:
Gains (Losses) Recognize Reclassified into Income
During the Period in: During the Period from:
Accumulated Accumulated Pre-Tax Gains
Other Regulatory Other Regulatory  (Losses) Recognize
(Assets)
Comprehensive and Comprehensive  Assets anc During the Period
(Thousands of Dollars) Loss Liabilities Loss (Liabilities) in Income
Derivatives designated as cash flow hedg
Interest rate $ 41,70 $ -$ 38C @ % - 8 =
Vehicle fuel and other commaodity 17¢ - (52) @ - -
Total $ 41,88: $ -$ 337 % - $ =
Other derivative instruments
Commodity trading $ -3 -3 - $ - 3 1,72% (v)
Electric commaodity - 1,58 - (7,972 © -
Natural gas commodity - (10,789) - 80,93¢ @ (10¢) ©
Total $ -$ (9,200 % - $ 7296 $ 1,61¢

(@ Amounts are recorded to interest charges.

(b)  Amounts are recorded to electric operating reven@astions of these gains and losses are subjattaring with electric customers through me-sharing mechanisn
and deducted from gross revenue, as approp

(©  Amounts are recorded to electric fuel and purchgsseer. These derivative settlement gains ane#oase shared with electric customers throughaoeélpurchased
energy cos«recovery mechanisms, and reclassified out of incasnegulatory assets or liabilities, as approgr

(d  Amounts for the three months ended March 31, 26&®Rided $5.0 million of settlement losses on dénves entered to mitigate natural gas price riskefectric generatio
recorded to electric fuel and purchased powerestiltp cost-recovery mechanisms and reclassifiedrégulatory asset, as appropriate. Such losséise three months
ended March 31, 2013 were immaterial. The remgisgttlement losses for the three months endedhVairc2013 and 2012 relate to natural gas opesatiod are
recorded to cost of natural gas sold and transporitiese losses are subject to -recovery mechanisms and reclassified out of inctmeeregulatory asset, as appropri

(¢)  Amounts are recorded to operating and maintenaD&1) expenses.

Xcel Energy had no derivative instruments desighatefair value hedges during the three monthsceMidech 31, 2013 and
2012. Therefore, no gains or losses from fair &#ddadges or related hedged transactions were rigeadlgior these periods.

Credit Related Contingent Features —Contract provisions for derivative instruments tthegt utility subsidiaries enter, including those
recorded to the consolidated balance sheet atdhie, as well as those accounted for as normahpge-normal sale (NPNS) contracts and
therefore not reflected on the balance sheet, eauyire the posting of collateral or settlementhaf tontracts for various reasons, including if
the applicable utility subsidiary is unable to main its credit ratings. If the credit ratingsXdel Energy Inc.’s utility subsidiaries were
downgraded below investment grade, derivative imsénts reflected in a $21.7 million and $4.6 milligross liability position on the
consolidated balance sheets at March 31, 2013 aod31, 2012, respectively, would have required Ecergy Inc.’s utility subsidiaries to
post collateral or settle outstanding contractsluiting other contracts subject to master nettgngements, which would have resulted in
payments of $2.4 million and $4.6 million at Mai@h, 2013 and Dec. 31, 2012, respectively. At M&th2013 and Dec. 31, 2012, there
no collateral posted on these specific contracts.

Certain derivative instruments are also subjecbiaract provisions that contain adequate assurelaoses. These provisions allow
counterparties to seek performance assurancedinglgash collateral, in the event that a givelityisubsidiary’s ability to fulfill its
contractual obligations is reasonably expectecetoripaired. Xcel Energy had no collateral postddted to adequate assurance clauses in
derivative contracts as of March 31, 2013 and Bé&¢2012.
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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 mtarring basis at March 31, 2013:

March 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 commodi  $ - $ 93 $ - $ 93 $ - $ 93
Other derivative instrument
Commaodity trading - 23,73: 50¢ 24,24 (4,589 19,657
Electric commodity - - 7,44¢ 7,44¢ (377) 7,072
Natural gas commaodity - 16 - 16 - 16
Total current derivative assets ~ $ - $ 23,84. $ 7,95¢ $ 31,79¢ $ (4,96)) 26,83¢
Purchased power agreemefpts 32,71t
Current derivative instruments $ 59,55
Noncurrent derivative assets
Derivatives designated as cash flow
hedges
Vehicle fuel and other commodi  $ - % 87 $ - % 87 $ (48 $ 39
Other derivative instrument
Commaodity trading - 32,93¢ 74 33,00¢ (2,769 30,24
Total noncurrent derivative assel $ - $ 33,02: $ 74 $ 33,09¢ $ (2,817 30,28¢
Purchased power agreemefpts 80,88¢
Noncurrent derivative instrument $ 111,16¢
Current derivative liabilities
Other derivative instrument
Commodity trading $ - $ 15,07 $ 13 % 15,08¢ $ (7,206 $ 7,88:
Electric commodity - - 377 377 (377) -
Total current derivative liabilities $ - $ 15,07: $ 39C $ 15,46 $ (7,589 7,88:-
Purchased power agreemefpts 22,88(
Current derivative instruments $ 30,76:
Noncurrent derivative liabilities
Other derivative instrument
Commodity trading $ - $ 13,14 $ - $ 13,14 $ (2,812 $ 10,33.
Total noncurrent derivative
liabilities $ - $ 13,14 $ - $ 13,14 $ (2,817) 10,33:
Purchased power agreemefits 219,94(
Noncurrent derivative instrument $ 230,27.

(@ In 2003, as a result of implementing new guidantéhe normal purchase exception for derivative anting, Xcel Energy began recording several -term purchase
power agreements at fair value due to accountiggirements related to underlying price adjustme#ts these purchases are recovered through noegalatory recover
mechanisms in the respective jurisdictions, thengka in fair value for these contracts were offigategulatory assets and liabilities. During 2006el Energy qualified
these contracts under the normal purchase excepiased on this qualification, the contracts aréomger adjusted to fair value and the previousyazg value of these
contracts will be amortized over the remaining cacttlives along with the offsetting regulatory etssand liabilities

(b)  Xcel Energy nets derivative instruments and relagthteral in its consolidated balance sheet whgported by a legally enforceable master nettgrgeament, and :
derivative instruments and related collateral ant®uvere subject to master netting agreements ativiat, 2013 and Dec. 31, 2012. The counterpartyngeamount
presented exclude settlement receivables and pes/ahtl nc-derivative amounts that may be subject to the saaster netting agreemen
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The following table presents for each of the failue hierarchy levels, Xcel Energy’s derivativeeassnd liabilities measured at fair value on
a recurring basis at Dec. 31, 2012:

Dec. 31, 201:

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 commodi  $ - $ 95 $ - $ 95 $ - $ 95
Other derivative instrument
Commaodity trading - 26,30: 692 26,99¢ (6,675 20,32(
Electric commodity - - 16,72« 16,72« (843 15,88:
Natural gas commaodity - 7 - 7 (7) -
Total current derivative assets ~ $ - $ 26,40f $ 17,41¢ $ 43,82. $ (7,52%) 36,29¢
Purchased power agreemefpts 32,71
Current derivative instruments $ 69,01:

Noncurrent derivative assets
Derivatives designated as cash flow

hedges
Vehicle fuel and other commodi  $ - % 86 $ - % 86 $ 47 % 39
Other derivative instrument
Commaodity trading - 41,28. 77 41,35¢ (4,167) 37,19'
Total noncurrent derivative assel $ - $ 41,36¢ $ 77 % 41,448 $ (4,209 37,23¢
Purchased power agreemefpts 89,06
Noncurrent derivative instrument $ 126,29

Current derivative liabilities
Other derivative instrument

Commodity trading $ - $ 18,62: $ 1 % 18,62: $ (9,119 $ 9,511
Electric commodity - - 84: 84: (843 -
Natural gas commaodity - 98 - 98 (7) 91
Total current derivative liabilities $ - $ 18,72( $ 844 $ 19,56 $ (9,967) 9,60z
Purchased power agreemefpts 22,88(
Current derivative instruments $ 32,48:
Noncurrent derivative liabilities
Other derivative instrument
Commodity trading $ - $ 21410 $ - $ 21410 $ (4,210 $ 17,20:
Total noncurrent derivative
liabilities $ - $ 21,417 $ - $ 21,41 $ (4,210 17,20°
Purchased power agreeme®ts 225,65¢
Noncurrent derivative instrument $ 242,86t

(@ In 2003, as a result of implementing new guidantéhe normal purchase exception for derivative anting, Xcel Energy began recording several -term purchase
power agreements at fair value due to accountiggirements related to underlying price adjustme#ts these purchases are recovered through noegalatory recover
mechanisms in the respective jurisdictions, thengka in fair value for these contracts were offigategulatory assets and liabilities. During 2006el Energy qualified
these contracts under the normal purchase excepiased on this qualification, the contracts aréomger adjusted to fair value and the previousygzg value of these
contracts will be amortized over the remaining cacttlives along with the offsetting regulatory etssand liabilities

(b)  Xcel Energy nets derivative instruments and relamgthteral in its consolidated balance sheet whgported by a legally enforceable master nettgrgeament, and :
derivative instruments and related collateral ant®uvere subject to master netting agreements ativiat, 2013 and Dec. 31, 2012. The counterpartyngeamount
presented exclude settlement receivables and pes/ahtl nc-derivative amounts that may be subject to the saaster netting agreemen
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The following table presents the changes in Levedr®@modity derivatives for the three months endeddid 31, 2013 and 2012:

Three Months Ended March

31
(Thousands of Dollars) 2013 2012
Balance at Jan. $ 16,64¢ $ 12,417
Settlement: (12,449 (8,889
Net transactions recorded during the per
Losses recognized in earnir® (62 (9)
Gains recognized as regulatory liabilities 3,50/ 1,80(C
Balance at March 31 $ 7,64: $ 5,32¢

(@  These amounts relate to commodity derivatives aettle end of the period.

Xcel Energy recognizes transfers between levets #se beginning of each period. There were nostiers of amounts between levels for the
three months ended March 31, 2013 and 2012.

Fair Value of Long-Term Debt

As of March 31, 2013 and Dec. 31, 2012, other fam@rinstruments for which the carrying amount dat equal fair value were as follows:

March 31, 2013 Dec. 31, 201.
Carrying Carrying
(Thousands of Dollars) Amount Fair Value Amount Fair Value
Long-term debt, including current portic $ 10,648,93 $ 12,298,41 $ 10,402,060 $ 12,207,86

The fair value of Xcel Energy’s long-term debt stimated based on recent trades and observablkedspiom benchmark interest rates for
similar securities. The fair value estimates asell on information available to management asasti31, 2013 and Dec. 31, 2012, and
given the observability of the inputs to thesereates, the fair values presented for long-term Hatse been assigned a Level 2. These fair
value estimates have not been comprehensivelyuesddbr purposes of these consolidated financaéstents since those dates and current
estimates of fair values may differ significantly.

9. Other Income, Net
Other income, net consisted of the following:

Three Months Ended March 31

(Thousands of Dollars) 2013 2012
Interest incom $ 4,80¢ $ 5,62
Other nonoperating incon 1,25¢ 922
Insurance policy expen: (2,139 (2,799
Other nonoperating expense - (8)
Other income, net $ 392: $ 3,731

10. Segment Information

The regulated electric utility operating resultdNS8P-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 performédayceach utility subsidiary based on profit or Igemerated from the product or service
provided. These segments are managed separatalydmethe revenue streams are dependent uponteegrdte recovery, which is
separately determined for each segment.

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

e Xcel Energy’s regulated electric utility segmegenerates, transmits and distributes electricitylinnesota, Wisconsin, Michigan,
North Dakota, South Dakota, Colorado, Texas and Niexico. In addition, this segment includes sétegesale and provide
wholesale transmission service to various entitighe United States. Regulated electric utiligoancludes commodity trading
operations

e Xcel Energy’s regulated natural gas utility segirteansports, stores and distributes natural gasapily in portions of Minnesota,
Wisconsin, North Dakota, Michigan and Colora
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e Revenues from operating segments not includedeabiee below the necessary quantitative threslaidsare therefore included in
the all other category. Those primarily includeash revenue, appliance repair services, nonutéey estate activities, revenues
associated with processing solid waste into refleséred fuel and investments in rental housingeutsj that qualify for low-income
housing tax credits

Xcel Energy had equity investments in unconsolidatebsidiaries of $89.8 million and $91.2 millieaf March 31, 2013 and Dec. 31, 2C
respectively, included in the regulated naturalgdgy segment.

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

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

Regulated Regulated All Reconciling  Consolidated
(Thousands of Dollars) Electric Natural Gas Other Eliminations Total
Three Months Ended March 31, 201
Operating revenues from external custon $ 2,092,190 $ 669,59t $ 21,051 $ - $ 2,782,84
Intersegment revenues 301 50C - (807) -
Total revenues $ 2,09249 $ 670,09¢ $ 21,057 $ (801) $ 2,782,84
Income (loss) from continuing operatic $ 174,10t $ 64,91C $ (2,42¢) $ - $ 236,58t
Regulated Regulated All Reconciling Consolidated
(Thousands of Dollars) Electric Natural Gas Other Eliminations Total
Three Months Ended March 31, 2012
Operating revenues from external custon $ 1,936,78 $ 621,03 $ 20,26: $ - $ 2,578,007
Intersegment revenues 302 49¢ - (807) -
Total revenues $ 1,937,08 $ 621,53 $ 20,26: $ (801) $ 2,578,07
Income (loss) from continuing operatic $ 143,22: % 50,20: $ (9,659 $ - % 183,76¢

11. Earnings Per Share

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

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

ShareBased Compensation

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

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

32




Table of Content
Share-based compensation arrangements for whioh iheurrently no dilutive impact to EPS inclutie following:
e Restricted stock unit equity awards subject pedormance condition; included in common shardstanding when all necessary
conditions for settlement have been satisfied lyetid of the reporting perio
e Performance share plan liability awards subje& performance condition; any portions settleshiares are included in common
shares outstanding upon settlem:

The dilutive impact of common stock equivalent®efing EPS was as follows:

Three Months Ended March 31, 2013 Three Months Ended March 31, 2012

(Amounts in thousands, Per Share Per Share
except per share data) Income Shares Amount Income Shares Amount
Net income $ 236,57( $ 183,89:
Basic earnings per share:
Earnings available to common

shareholder 236,57( 489,78: $ 0.4¢ 183,89: 487,36( $ 0.3¢
Effect of dilutive securities

401(k) equity awards - 75C - 635
Diluted earnings per share:
Earnings available to common

shareholders $ 236,57( 490,53, ¢ 0.4¢ $ 183,89: 487,99 ¢ 0.3¢

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

Three Months Ended March 31

2013 2012 2013 2012
Postretirement Health
(Thousands of Dollars) Pension Benefits Care Benefits
Service cos $ 24,07 $ 21,32¢ $ 1,18 $ 1,18C
Interest cos 35,17: 38,72 8,41i 9,38(
Expected return on plan ass (49,617 (51,47¢) (8,259 (7,11
Amortization of transition obligatio - - 20€ 3,58(
Amortization of prior service cost (cred 1,46¢ 5,26¢ (2,439 (1,889
Amortization of net loss 36,03¢ 26,31¢ 5,64¢ 3,96¢
Net periodic benefit co: 47,13¢ 40,16( 4,76( 9,10¢
Costs not recognized and additional cost recogrdzedto the effects of
regulation (7,847 (9,139 - 973
Net benefit cost recognized for financial reporting $ 39,28¢ $ 31,027 $ 4,76C $ 10,07¢

In January 2013, contributions of $191.5 millionrevenade across four of Xcel Energy’s pension plateel Energy does not expect
additional pension contributions during 2013.
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13. Other Comprehensive Income
Changes in accumulated other comprehensive lossf e, for the three months ended March 31, 20&8 as follows:

Unrealized Defined Benefi

Gains and Gains and Losse  Pension and
Losses on Cash Flo on Marketable Postretirement
(Thousands of Dollars) Hedges Securities Items Total
Accumulated other comprehensive loss at J: $ (61,24) $ 99 % (51,317 $(112,65Y)
Other comprehensive income (loss) before reclassifins 13 (36) - (23)
(Gains) losses reclassified from net accumulatbdrot
comprehensive loss (30E) - (639) (944)
Net current period other comprehensive | (292) (36) (639) (967)
Accumulated other comprehensive loss at March 31 $ (61,539 $ (135) $ (51,957) $(113,62()

Reclassifications from accumulated other comprekierisss for the three months ended March 31, 204/ as follows:

Amounts
Reclassified from
Accumulated Other

(Thousands of Dollars) Comprehensivel oss
(Gains) losses on cash flow hedc
Interest rate derivative $ 1,15( @
Vehicle fuel derivatives (26)®
Total, pre-tax 1,12¢
Tax benefit (1,429
Total, net of tax (30%)
Defined benefit pension and postretirement (gdosges
Amortization of net los 1,76¢©
Prior service cos 93 ©
Transition obligation 2©
Total, pre-tax 1,86¢
Tax benefit (2,509
Total, net of tax (639)
Total amounts reclassified, net of tax $ (949

@ Included in interest charge

® Included in O&M expense:

© Included in the computation of net periodic pensimd post retirement benefit costs. See Not@d adtails regarding these benefit
plans.

Item 2 — MANAGEMENT’S DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS OF FINANCIAL C ONDITION AND RESULTS OF OPERATIONS
The following discussion and analysis by managerfamitses on those factors that had a material teffeXcel Energy’s financial condition,
results of operations and cash flows during thépsrpresented, or are expected to have a maimapalct in the future. It should be read in

conjunction with the accompanying consolidatedrrial statements and the related notes to consetidamancial statements. Due to the
seasonality of Xcel Energy’s operating results,rtgry financial results are not an appropriateebfasm which to project annual results.
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Forward-Looking Statements

Except for the historical statements containedhis teport, the matters discussed in the followdisgussion and analysis are forward-looking
statements that are subject to certain risks, taiogies and assumptions. Such forward-lookintestents, including the 2013 full year
earnings per share guidance and assumptions,tareled to be identified in this document by thedgdtanticipate,” “believe,” “estimate,”
“expect,” “intend,” “may,” “objective,” “outlook,™plan,” “project,” “possible,” “potential,” “shouliand similar expressions. Actual results
may vary materially. Forward-looking statementsadponly as of the date they are made, and we donuertake any obligation to update
them to reflect changes that occur after that degectors that could cause actual results to diffaterially include, but are not limited to:
general economic conditions, including inflatiotess monetary fluctuations and their impact on teheixpenditures and the ability of Xcel
Energy Inc. and its subsidiaries to obtain finagam favorable terms; business conditions in thergynindustry, including the risk of a slow
down in the U.S. economy or delay in growth recgytmade, fiscal, taxation and environmental pelécin areas where Xcel Energy has a
financial interest; customer business conditiospas 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; unbeigather; effects of geopolitical events,
including war and acts of terrorism; state, fedaral foreign legislative and regulatory initiativtbat affect cost and investment recovery,
have an impact on rates or have an impact on apseation or ownership or impose environmental d@npe conditions; structures that
affect the speed and degree to which competitiderethe electric and natural gas markets; costodrer effects of legal and administrative
proceedings, settlements, investigations and claactfons by regulatory bodies impacting our nuctgzerations, including those affecting
costs, operations or the approval of requests pgrukfore the NRC; financial or regulatory accoogipolicies imposed by regulatory bodi
availability or cost of capital; employee work ferfactors; the items described under Factors AffgdResults of Continuing Operations; and
the other risk factors listed from time to timeXgel Energy Inc. in reports filed with the SEC, lumting “Risk Factors” in Item 1A of Xcel
Energy Inc.’s Form 10-K for the year ended Dec.Z&1,2, and Item 1A and Exhibit 99.01 to this QudytReport on Form 10-Q for the
quarter ended March 31, 2013.

Financial Review

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

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

Results of Operations
The following table summarizes the diluted EPSXoel Energy:

Three Months Ended March

31

Diluted Earnings (Loss) Per Share 2013 2012

PSCa $ 024 $ 0.1¢
NSF-Minnesots 0.21 0.1€
NSF-Wisconsin 0.04 0.0
SPS 0.0z 0.0z
Equity earnings of unconsolidated subsidiaries 0.01 0.01
Regulated utility— continuing operation 0.52 0.41
Xcel Energy Inc. and other costs (0.04) (0.09)
GAAP diluted earnings per share $ 0.4¢ $ 0.3¢
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Xcel Energy— Overall, earnings increased $0.10 per sharehfofitst quarter of 2013. First quarter 2013 eagniwere favorably impacted
by increased electric and natural gas margins @ndrlinterest expense. Winter weather in the fjusirter of 2013 was not only colder than
normal, but significantly different from the abnaalty warm first quarter of 2012. This contrastrather primarily drove the positive imp
when comparing the two periods. The increasedntat and natural gas margins also reflects th@amentation of rate increases in
Colorado, South Dakota and Wisconsin, along withrim rate increases, subject to refund, in Minteesmd North Dakota. These positive
drivers were partially offset by higher operatinglanaintenance expenses, depreciation and projaeey.

PSCo— PSCo's earnings increased $0.05 per share fdirthiejuarter of 2013. The increase is mainly thuthe electric rate increases in
May 2012 and January 2013, cooler weather impaefiectric and gas margins and lower interest clrargée increase is partially offset by
higher depreciation expense and O&M expenses.

NSP-Minnesota— NSP-Minnesota’s earnings increased $0.05 peedoathe first quarter of 2013. The increaserimprily the result of
interim electric rate increases, effective in Jan@®13 subject to refund, in Minnesota and Norttk&ta, an electric rate increase in South
Dakota, cooler weather and lower interest chargémse increases were partially offset by higheMD&penses, depreciation expense and
property taxes.

NSP-Wisconsin— NSP-Wisconsin's earnings increased $0.01 peresioarthe first quarter of 2013. The increaséesresult of higher
electric and gas rates implemented in January 2@ti3he effect of cooler weather, which were phyt@fset by higher O&M expenses and
depreciation expense.

SPS— SPS’ earnings were flat for the first quarte261.3. Earnings were positively impacted by highlectric margin due to cooler
weather, offset by higher depreciation expense, O&ddenses and interest charges.

Changes in Diluted EPS

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

Three
Months
Ended
Diluted Earnings (Loss) Per Share March 31
2012 GAAP diluted earnings per share $ 0.3¢
Components of chan— 2013 vs. 201
Higher electric margin 0.1z
Higher natural gas margil 0.0¢
Lower interest charge 0.01
Higher AFUDC- Equity 0.01
Higher depreciation and amortizati (0.03)
Higher operating and maintenance expel (0.02)
Higher effective tax rat (0.01
Higher taxes (other than income taxes) (0.01)
2013 GAAP diluted earnings per share $ 0.4¢
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The following tables summarize the earnings countriims of Xcel Energy’s business segments:

Three Months Ended March

31
(Millions of Dollars) 2013 2012
GAAP income (loss) by segment
Regulated electric incon $ 1741 % 143.%
Regulated natural gas incor 64.¢ 50.2
Other incomé? 16.2 7.3
Segment incom— continuing operation 255.2 200.7
Xcel Energy Inc. and other cos$ts (18.6) (16.9)
Total income— continuing operation 236.¢ 183.¢
Income from discontinued operations - 0.1
Total GAAP net income $ 236.t $ 183.¢
Three Months Ended March
31
Contributions to Diluted Earnings (Loss) Per Share 2013 2012
GAAP earnings (loss) by segmer
Regulated electri $ 03¢ $ 0.2¢
Regulated natural gi 0.1z 0.1C
Other®@ 0.0 0.0z
Segment earnings per sh— continuing operation 0.52 0.41
Xcel Energy Inc. and other costs (0.04) (0.03)
Total earnings per sha— continuing operation 0.4¢ 0.3¢
Discontinued operations - -
Total GAAP earnings per diluted share $ 0.4¢ $ 0.3¢

(@  Not a reportable segment. Included in all othgnsent results in Note 10 to the consolidated firerstatements

Statement of Income Analysis

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

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

Degree-day or Temperature-Humidity Index (THI) datased to estimate amounts of energy requiredaiotain comfortable indoor
temperature levels based on each day’s averagestatupe and humidity. Heating degree-days (HDDhésmeasure of the variation in the
weather based on the extent to which the averafjetdmperature falls below 65° Fahrenheit, andliogpdegree-days (CDD) is the measure
of the variation in the weather based on the extenthich the average daily temperature rises al6®id-ahrenheit. Each degree of
temperature above 65° Fahrenheit is counted asawiang degree-day, and each degree of temperbélogy 65° Fahrenheit is counted as
one heating degree-day. In Xcel Energy’s more dwservice territories, a THI is used in place off;vhich adds a humidity factor to
CDD. HDD, CDD and THI are most likely to impacethsage of Xcel Energy’s residential and commentiatomers. Industrial customers
are less sensitive to weather.
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Normal weather conditions are defined as eithePfl-year or 30year average of actual historical weather conditionhe historical period
time used in the calculation of normal weathered#fby jurisdiction based on the time period usethb regulator in establishing estimated
volumes in the rate setting process. To calculsempact of weather on demand, a demand factpptied to the weather impact on sale
defined above to derive the amount of demand assativith the weather impact.

There was no impact on sales in the first quait@0&3 due to THI or CDD. The percentage incrédserease) in normal and actual HDD is
provided in the following table:

Three Months Ended March 31

2013 vs. 2012 vs. 2013 vs.
Normal Normal 2012
HDD 3.6% (18.7% 26.5%

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

Three Months Ended March 31

2013 vs. 2012 vs. 2013 vs.
Normal Normal 2012
Retail electric $ 0.00¢ $ (0.025) $ 0.02¢
Firm natural gas 0.00¢ (0.027) 0.03(
Total $ 0.01: $ (0.046) $ 0.05¢

In 2012, Xcel Energy refined its estimate to inargie the impact of weather on demand charges.r@sudt, the estimated weather impac
earnings per share for prior periods has been t@djdsr comparison purposes.

Sales Growtt(Decline)— The following table summarizes Xcel Energy’s sajeowth (decline) for actual and weather-normaligales in
2013:

Three Months Ended March

Three Months Ended March 31
31 (Without Leap Day)
Weather Weather
Actual Normalized Actual Normalized
Electric residentia 5.1% 0.C% 6.2% 1.1%
Electric commercial and industri 0.1 (0.8 1.2 0.4
Total retail electric sale 1.4 (0.6) 2.€ 0.t
Firm natural gas sale 219 (0.9 23.C 0.7

Electric Revenues and Margin

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

Three Months Ended March

31
(Millions of Dollars) 2013 2012
Electric revenue $ 2,09 $ 1,937
Electric fuel and purchased power (925) (864)
Electric margin $ 1,167 $ 1,07:
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The following tables summarize the components efdiianges in electric revenues and electric margin:

Electric Revenue:

Three
Months
Ended
March 31
(Millions of Dollars) 2013 vs. 201
Retall rate increases (Minnesota interim, Coloraiitsconsin, South Dakota
and North Dakota interin $ 75
Fuel and purchased power cost recoy 53
Estimated impact of weath 22
Transmission revent 19
Retail sales increase, excluding weather im 1
Firm wholesale 9
2012 leap day impa @)
Other, net 1
Total increase in electric revenues $ 15&

Electric Margin
Three Months
Ended March 31

(Millions of Dollars) 2013 vs. 2012
Retail rate increases (Minnesota interim, Coloradlsconsin, South Dako
and North Dakota interin $ 75
Estimated impact of weath 22
Transmission revenue, net of ca 11
Retall sales increase, excluding weather im 1
2012 leap day impa (7
Firm wholesale (4)
Other, net (4)
Total increase in electric margin $ 94

Natural Gas Revenues and Margin

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

Three Months Ended March

31
(Millions of Dollars) 2013 2012
Natural gas revenut $ 67C $ 621
Cost of natural gas sold and transported (439) (41€)
Natural gas margin $ 231 $ 202

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

Natural Gas Revenue

Three

Months

Ended

March 31

(Millions of Dollars) 2013 vs. 201
Estimated impact of weath $ 22
Purchased natural gas adjustment clause rec 22
Conservation and demand side management reverffsst fmy expenses 3
Other, net 2
Total increase in natural gas revenues $ 49
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Natural Gas Margin
Three Months
Ended March 31

(Millions of Dollars) 2013 vs. 2012
Estimated impact of weath $ 22
Conservation and demand side management progranues (offset by expens¢ 3
Other, net 3

Total increase in natural gas margin $ 28

Non-Fuel Operating Expenses and Other ltems

O&M Expenses —O&M expenses increased $18.5 million, or 3.6 petden the first quarter of 2013 compared with #zne period in
2012. The following table summarizes the changg3&M expenses:
Three Months
Ended March 31

(Millions of Dollars) 2013 vs. 2012
Employee benefit $
Nuclear outage amortization co
Nuclear plant operations co:
Other, net

Total increase in O&M expenses $ 1

ol w o1 o

Depreciation and Amortizatio— Depreciation and amortization increased $20.0 omllor 8.8 percent, for the first quarter of 2013
compared with the same period in 2012. The ineréaprimarily attributable to normal system expansnd additional amortization as a
result of regulatory outcomes.

Taxes (Other Than Income Taxes) Faxes (other than income taxes) increased $7.8&milbr 7.4 percent, for the first quarter of 2013
compared with the same period in 2012. The ineréadue to higher property taxes primarily in Misota. Increased property taxes in
Colorado related to the electric retail businessharing deferred based on the multi-year rateepettht approved by the CPUC in May 2012.

Allowance for Funds Used During Construction, Eqyitand Debt (AFUDC— AFUDC increased $8.5 million for the first quartgr2013
compared with the same period in 2012. The ineréadue to construction related to the CACJA, eaicheneration projects, the expansion
of transmission facilities and other capital invesnts.

Interest Charge«— Interest charges decreased $12.2 million, or 8r@eme, for the first quarter of 2013 compared wfita same period in
2012. The decrease is due to lower interest ratasarily related to refinancings completed in #geond half of 2012, partially offset by
higher long-term debt levels to fund investmentatitity operations.

Income Taxes— Income tax expense for continuing operations irsgda42.9 million for the first quarter of 2013 quamed with the same
period in 2012. The increase in income tax exparegeprimarily due to higher pretax earnings in2@fd a discrete tax benefit of
approximately $15.0 million for a carryback in 201Phese were partially offset by recognition abpyear research and experimentation
credits in 2013 due to the passage of the Amerieapayer Relief Act of 2012 in 2013.

The ETR for continuing operations was 33.4 perfenthe first quarter of 2013 compared with 29.1ceat for the same period in 2012. The
lower ETR for 2012 was primarily due to the carmgfbadjustment referenced above. The ETR for tisé diuarter of 2012 would have been
34.9 percent without this tax benefit.

Factors Affecting Results of Operations

Fuel Supply and Costs

See the discussion of fuel supply and costs in kemXcel Energy Inc.’s Annual Report on Form K@Hed for the year ended Dec. 31, 20
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Public Utility Regulation
NSP-Minnesota

NSP-Minnesota — Minnesota Resource Plar In March 2013, the MPUC approved NSP-Minnesa28$1-2025 Resource Plan. The
MPUC ordered that a competitive acquisition prodessonducted with the goal of adding approximas&9 MW of natural gas-based
generation to the NSP System between 2017 and 201Pebruary 2013, NSP-Minnesota also issued ai&sdor Proposal (RFP) for up to
200 MW of wind generation, to the extent that eceftctive opportunities can be identified. Propsdar both RFPs may be for purchase
power agreements, self-build or contracts with igdbawnership transfer option. Bid proposals isgense to the two RFPs were received in
April 2013.

The natural gas-based generation procedural sehedekpected to be as follows:

e Natural ga-based generation bid evaluation and advocacy ass$ignALJ- April-October 201!
e ALJ will report to the MPUC which project should belectec- October 201
e MPUC to make a final rulin— November 201:

The wind-based generation procedural schedulepea®d to be as follows:

e Project review, selection and negotiat— April-June 201!
e Planned application for and receipt of regulatqugraval- July-September 201

CapX2020 Transmission Expansios- In 2009, the MPUC approved separate Certificatdedd (CON) applications to construct one 230
kilovolt (kV) electric transmission line and thr845 kV electric transmission lines as part of tlegX2020 project. The estimated cost of the
four transmission projects is $1.9 billion. NSPrKésota and NSP-Wisconsin are responsible for appately $1.1 billion of the total

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

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

In May 2012, the MPUC issued a route permit forMirnesota portion of the project and the PSCW apgd a certificate of public
convenience and necessity (CPCN) for the Wiscopeition of the project. Federal approval of thejgct was granted in January 2013. -~
parties have filed an appeal with the MinnesotarCouAppeals against the MPUC's route permit diecis A decision by the Court is
scheduled for June 2013. Construction on the prajarted in Minnesota in January 2013 and thgeprds expected to go into service in
2015.

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

In December 2011, the Monticello, Minn. to St. GloMinn. portion of the project was placed in seevi The MPUC issued a route permit
for the Minnesota portion of the St. Cloud, Minm.Rargo, N.D. section in June 2011. The NDPSCtgrtha CPCN in January 2011 and a
certificate of corridor compatibility and route p@t for the North Dakota portion of the line in $ember 2012. An April 2013 deadline
expired in North Dakota and no appeals were filegcerning a district court dismissal of a suit agathe NDPSC's order. Construction
continues on the project in Minnesota. Construcsitarted on the project in North Dakota in Janii3.

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

The MPUC route permit approvals for the Minnes@&gnsents were obtained in 2010 and 2011. In Jub#,20e SDPUC approved a facility
permit for the South Dakota segment. In Decembé&d 2MISO granted the final approval of the progst multi-value project (MVP). In
May 2012, construction started on the project imhdisota.

Bemidji, Minn. to Grand Rapids, Minn. 230 kV transsion line
The Bemidji, Minn. to Grand Rapids, Minn. line walaced in service in September 2012.

Nuclear Power Operations

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

In March 2012, the NRC issued three orders andja@es for additional information to all licensed&he orders included requirements for
mitigation strategies for beyond-design-basis exeevents, requirements with regard to reliabknsfuel instrumentation and requirements
with regard to reliable hardened containment vemtsch are applicable to boiling water reactor @minents at the Monticello plant. The
request for additional information included requients to perform walkdowns of seismic and floodgetion, to evaluate seismic and flood
hazards and to assess the emergency preparedaffisg sthd communications capabilities at eachpl&SP-Minnesota expects that
complying with these requirements will cost appnoately $35 to $50 million at the Monticello and iAgalsland plants.

Based on current refueling outage plans specifeatth nuclear facility, the dates of the requireehgliance to meet the orders is expected to
begin in the second quarter of 2015 with all uakpected to be fully compliant by December 2016 March 19, 2013, the NRC
Commissioners sent a memorandum to the NRC Stafttiig them to issue a modification to their @iitorder on reliable hardened
containment vents. With the issuance of the relv@€er, the required completion date for ensuaimgliable hardened containment vent is
expected to be delayed by approximately two yearthe Monticello plant. Portions of the work tiiall under the requests for additional
information are expected to be completed by 2048P-Minnesota believes the costs associated wittpance would be recoverable from
customers through regulatory mechanisms and dde=sxpect a material impact on its results of openst financial position, or cash flows.

NSP-Wisconsin

NSP-Wisconsin CapX2020 Hampton, Minn. to Rochester, Minn. to Ladsse, Wis. 345 kV Transmission Line Fhe PSCW issued a
CPCN for the Wisconsin portion of the project inywR012. The Wisconsin route is approximately 56mof new transmission line with an
estimated cost of $211 million. Subsequent lepallenges to the PSCW's order by intervenors wesaiccessful, thereby rendering the
PSCWs order final. Construction on the Wisconsin portof the line is anticipated to begin in 2014 #malline is expected to go into sen
in 2015.

PSCo

Colorado 2011 Electric Resource Plan (ERP} In July 2012, PSCo filed two separate applicaitmupdate its resource plan. The first was
an application to purchase Brush Power, LLC andfals assets including Brush generating Unit8 and 4 for a total purchase price of
approximately $75 million. The Brush units curtgmirovide 237 MW of natural gas fueled capacitd @mergy to PSCo under purchased
power agreements (PPAS) that are set to expir®1@ for Brush Unit 1 and Brush Unit 3, and 2022Boush Unit 4.

The second application sought approval to retirgp&hoe Unit 4, a 109 MW coal-fired company-owneadkegating station at the end of
2013. This was presented as an alternative togreenily fuel switching Arapahoe Unit 4 to naturas@nd instead replacing the capacity
associated energy with a natural gas PPA with &tieg generator.

In January 2013, the CPUC denied approval of tlygiaition due to the risks associated with thedaation. In February 2013, the

transaction was terminated. The CPUC also dedlutdt was best not to make the decision to réthagpahoe Unit 4 in this first phase of the
resource plan and instead determined that theidedsbest made after the retirement can be cosdpar bids received in the second phase.
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Colorado 2013 All-Source Solicitatioa- In January 2013, the CPUC approved with modificet the 2011 ERP. In March 2013, PSCo
issued an All-Source RFP for 250 MW by the end@f& Proposals for the All-Source RFP may be focpase power agreements, self-
build or contracts with a build-ownership transfption. PSCo also issued a separate wind RFRufechpse power agreements only. Bid
proposals in response to the Wind RFP were recéivégril 2013.

Next steps in the 2013 /-Source solicitation schedule are expected to ellasvs:

The deadline for A-Source generation bi— May 2013

Delivery of the wind evaluation assessment rem@PUC- May 2013

Delivery of the Al-Source evaluation assessment report to C— September 201

CPUC evaluation and regulatory approval of v-based generation propos— October 201:
CPUC evaluation and regulatory approval of-Source generation propos— December 201

San Luis Valle-Calumet-Comanche Transmission Projeet In May 2009, PSCo and Tri-State Generation and Simégsion Association
filed a joint application with the CPUC for a 230 knd 345 kV line and substation construction prbjeThe line was intended to assist in
bringing solar power in the San Luis Valley to ausers. In March 2011, the CPUC granted a CPCRhierproject. The CPUC'’s decisions
have been appealed to the Costilla County DisGaurt by Blanca Ranch Holdings, LLC and Trincheemé&h Holdings, LLC, and are
pending before the Court.

PSCo has determined that due to lower projectetidoawth, lower gas prices and the higher cosblE#rg¢hermal generation, the proposed
transmission project would not be necessary fofdheseeable future. On April 30, 2013, PSCo matedinotice to the CPUC that the
transmission project should not be built.

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

In December 2012, Boulder issued a white paperoeixyg opportunities for reaching its energy goaithwSCo, in lieu of

condemnation. PSCo has advised Boulder thatitllimg to discuss many of these opportunities.February 2013, Boulder staff publishe
memorandum on the feasibility of creating a muratigtility. In April 2013, the Boulder City Couraioted to proceed with the possible
formation of a municipal electric utility, includjnconsidering authorization to commence legal astizeeded to determine any potential
rights or obligations of Boulder and means of safiag from Xcel Energy’s system under state anéfadaw. Boulder City Council is not
expected to make a final decision regarding a comaé¢ion action until August 2013.

Should Boulder attempt to condemn PSCo facilifRsCo would seek to obtain full compensation forgiaperty and business taken by
Boulder and for all damages resulting to PSCo #ndyistem. PSCo would also seek appropriate cosagien for stranded costs with the
FERC.

Summary of Recent Federal Regulatory Developments

The FERC has jurisdiction over rates for electdm$smission service in interstate commerce andriligg sold at wholesale, hydro facility
licensing, natural gas transportation, accountigtices and certain other activities of Xcel Epdrge.’s utility subsidiaries, including
enforcement of North American Electric Reliabil@prporation mandatory electric reliability standardtate and local agencies have
jurisdiction over many of Xcel Energy Ir's utility subsidiaries’ activities, including refation of retail rates and environmental matte3se
additional discussion in the summary of recent feldegulatory developments and public utility riegion sections of the Xcel Energy Inc.
Annual Report on Form 10-K for the year ended [34¢.2012. In addition to the matters discussedvibetee Note 5 to the consolidated
financial statements for a discussion of other laguy matters.
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MISO Transmission Pricing— The MISO Tariff presently provides for differestocation methods for the costs of new transmissio
investments depending on whether the project mamily local or regional in nature. If a projectalifies as a MVP, the costs would be fully
allocated to all loads in the MISO region. MVPRgdility is generally obtained for higher voltag#6 kV and higher) projects expected to
serve multiple purposes, such as improved relighileduced congestion, transmission for renewabérgy, and load serving. Certain par
have appealed the FERC MVP tariff orders to the @@&urt of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit. ThemMSystem has certain new
transmission facilities for which other customersISO contribute to cost recovery. Likewise, 8P System also pays a share of the «
of projects constructed by other transmission ogmintities. The transmission revenues receivetth®WNSP System from MISO, and the
transmission charges paid to MISO, associated pyitfects subject to regional cost allocation cdwddsignificant in future periods.

FERC Order 1000, Transmission Planning and Cost édhtion (Order 1000}— The FERC issued Order 1000 adopting new requintsne
for transmission planning, cost allocation and dgwaent to be effective prospectively. In Orde®Q0the FERC required utilities to deve
tariffs that provide for joint transmission plangiand cost allocation for all FERC-jurisdictiondilities within a region. In addition, Order
1000 required that regions coordinate to develtgriagional plans for transmission planning and afiscation. A key provision of Order
1000 is a requirement that FERC-jurisdictional veisale transmission tariffs exclude provisions wiatild grant the incumbent transmission
owner a federal Right of First Refusal (ROFR) tdduertain types of transmission projects in gsvice area. The removal of a federal
ROFR will eliminate rights that NSP-Minnesota, N8Rsconsin, and SPS currently have under the MIS®DS#PP tariffs to build
transmission within their footprints. Rather, #EERC required that opportunity to build such prtgegould extend to competitive
transmission developers. Compliance with Ordei01f@® NSP-Minnesota and NSP-Wisconsin will occuotigh changes to the MISO tariff
while compliance for SPS will occur through the S&fff. PSCo is not in an RTO and therefore spansible for making its own Order 1(
compliance filing. MISO, SPP, and PSCo have alfientheir initial compliance filings to incorporatew provisions into their tariffs
regarding regional planning and cost allocatiom;ftlings to address interregional planning and edlscation requirements are due July 10,
2013.

In 2012, Minnesota enacted legislation that preseROFR rights for Minnesota utilities at the statel. This legislation is similar to
legislation previously passed in North Dakota andtB Dakota. Wisconsin has not developed suclslegn. The FERC's initial order on
MISO’s compliance filing to address the regionajueements of Order 1000 FERC required MISO to reenaroposed tariff provisions that
would have recognized state ROFR rights and allostat® regulators to select the developer of atnéssion project. Xcel Energy filed for
rehearing of the issues relating to state autharigoordination with other MISO transmission owsen April 22, 2013.

Colorado does not have legislation protecting R@ERts for incumbent utilities. PSCo submitteddtsnpliance filing to address the
regional planning and cost allocation requiremeftSrder 1000, proposing that the region that P&Gold join was WestConnect, a
consortium of utilities in the Western Interconnect In March 2013, the FERC issued its initiaderon PSCo’s compliance filing and
required a number of changes, including the requérg that cost allocation for new projects ideatfthrough the planning process be
binding upon all participants in the planning prege This requirement poses a challenge becauseCdfesect is compromised of a number
of utilities that are not subject to FERC juris@hatand are unwilling to participate in a regiop&nning or cost allocation process if they do
not have the ultimate authority to decline to Helpd a project identified through the regional mse. PSCo and other WestConnect men
are required to file additional compliance langubgeuly 2013. In addition, on April 22, 2013, Rs&hd other WestConnect members
requested rehearing on various aspects of the M2It8 order, including the requirement that cdstcation be binding.

The FERC has not yet issued its initial order oR'S®rder 1000 compliance filing to address regiggles. With respect to ROFR right:
incumbent utilities, Xcel Energy believes that Testatutes protect the right of incumbent utilitegonstruct and own transmission
interconnected to their systems, though this viedisputed by some parties. The State of New Meddes not have legislation protecting
ROFR rights for incumbent utilities.

Nuclear Plant Power Uprates

Monticello Nuclear Plant EPU —In 2008, NSP-Minnesota filed for both state andefatlapprovals of an EPU of approximately 71 MW for
NSF-Minnesota’s Monticello nuclear generating plaithe MPUC approved the CON for the EPU in 2008. NRE staff has placed the
license amendment filing on hold to address corscraaised by the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeds related to containment pres:
associated with pump performance. In Septembe2,208P-Minnesota made a supplemental filing toNR&E to address the containment
accident pressure concern. NSP-Minnesota expectseive approval of the EPU project by the NREhansecond half of 2013. NSP-
Minnesota is planning to complete implementatiothef equipment changes needed to support the Midiotidfe extension and EPU projects
in the planned spring 2013 refueling outage, wieban in March 2013. The plant will not be perettto operate at the higher capacity
levels without the NRC’s approval.

a4




Table of Content

Environmental, Legal and Other Matters

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

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

Pending Accounting Changes

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

Derivatives, Risk Management and Market Risk

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

Xcel Energy is exposed to the impact of adversagbs in price for energy and energy-related pragwdhich is partially mitigated by the
use of commodity derivatives. In addition to omgpmonitoring and maintaining credit policies irded to minimize overall credit risk, wh
necessary, management takes steps to mitigate ehéngredit and concentration risks associatel itgtderivatives and other contracts,
including parental guarantees and requests oftecdia While Xcel Energy expects that the courdaeips will perform under the contracts
underlying its derivatives, the contracts exposelkmnergy to some credit and nonperformance risk.

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

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

Wholesale and Commodity Trading Risk x¢cel Energy Inc.’s utility subsidiaries conduct iars wholesale and commodity trading
activities, including the purchase and sale oftelecapacity, energy and energy-related instrusiedicel Energy’s risk management policy
allows management to conduct these activities withiidelines and limitations as approved by itk nmnagement committee, which is made
up of management personnel not directly involvethaactivities governed by this policy.
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At March 31, 2013, the fair values by source fare@mmmodity trading contract assets were as follows

Futures / Forwards

Total
Maturity Maturity Futures/
Greater
Source of Less Than Maturity Maturity Than Forwards
(Thousands of Dollars) Fair Value 1 Year lto3Years 4to5 Years 5 Years Fair Value
NSF-Minnesots 1 $ 8,18: $ 16,40: $ 1,367 $ 99¢ $ 26,95
NSF-Minnesota 2 (11) 10C 314 52¢ 931
PSCo 1 474 81 - - 55E
$ 8,64¢ $ 16,58 $ 1,681 $ 1526 $ 28,43:
Options
Maturity Maturity
Greater
Source of Less Than Maturity Maturity Than Total Options
(Thousands of Dollars) Fair Value 1 Year lto3Years 4tob5 Years 5 Years Fair Value
NSF-Minnesota 2 % 507 $ 74 3% - $ - $ 581

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

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

Three Months Ended March

31
(Thousands of Dollars) 2013 2012
Fair value of commaodity trading net contract assetstanding at Jan. $ 28,312 $ 20,42«
Contracts realized or settled during the pe (1,226 (3,26))
Commodity trading contract additions and changemdyeriod 1,93( 3,48z
Fair value of commodity trading net contract assetstanding at March 31 $ 29,01¢ $ 20,64¢

At March 31, 2013 and 2012, a 10 percent increasiearease in market prices for commodity tradiogtiacts would have an immaterial
impact on pretax income from continuing operations.

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

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

Period

Ended
(Millions of Dollars) March 31 VaR Limit Average High Low
2013 $ 04t $ 3.0C $ 054 $ 164 $ 0.2
2012 0.4z 3.0C 0.2¢ 0.9z 0.0¢

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

At March 31, 2013 and 2012, a 100-basis-point chandghe benchmark rate on Xcel Energy’s variabte debt would impact pretax interest

expense annually by approximately $0.2 million &4dL million, respectively. See Note 8 to the abidsited financial statements for a
discussion of Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsidiaiiggrest rate derivatives.
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Credit Risk —Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsidiaries are also sggddo credit risk. Credit risk relates to thé& 0§ loss resulting from
counterparties’ nonperformance on their contraatbéigations. Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsidiameaintain credit policies intended to
minimize overall credit risk and actively monittvese policies to reflect changes and scope of tipesa

At March 31, 2013, a 10 percent increase in comtyqaices would have resulted in a decrease initcesghosure of $4.1 million, while a
decrease in prices of 10 percent would have rasuitan increase in credit exposure of $13.2 mmillid\t March 31, 2012, a 10 percent
increase in commodity prices would have resulteal decrease in credit exposure of $7.5 million Jevhidecrease in prices of 10 percent
would have resulted in an increase in credit exposti$7.9 million.

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

Fair Value Measurements

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

Commodity Derivatives— Xcel Energy continuously monitors the creditwardss of the counterparties to its commodity deiveacontracts
and assesses each counterparty’s ability to perforthe transactions set forth in the contractiveGthis assessment and the typically short
duration of these contracts, the impact of discogntommaodity derivative assets for counterpargddrrisk was not material to the fair value
of commodity derivative assets at March 31, 20A8justments to fair value for credit risk of comnitydrading instruments are recorded in
electric revenues. Credit risk adjustments foeottommaodity derivative instruments are deferre@@&$ or regulatory assets and

liabilities. The classification as a regulatorgetsor liability is based on commission approveglitatory recovery mechanisms. Xcel Energy
also assesses the impact of its own credit risknvdegermining the fair value of commaodity derivatiiabilities. The impact of discounting
commodity derivative liabilities for credit risk wammaterial to the fair value of commaodity derivatliabilities at March 31, 2013.

Commodity derivative assets and liabilities assiftwelevel 3 typically consist of FTRs, as wellfasvards and options that are long-term in
nature. Level 3 commodity derivative assets aabilities represent 0.5 percent and 2.1 percetdtaf assets and liabilities, respectively,
measured at fair value at March 31, 2013.

Determining the fair value of FTRs requires numsermanagement forecasts that vary in observahitithiding various forward commodity
prices, retail and wholesale demand, generatiorresudting transmission system congestion. Gitenlimited observability of
management’s forecasts for several of these inthasg instruments have been assigned a Levet¢®el B commodity derivatives assets and
liabilities included $8.0 million and $0.4 milliasf estimated fair values, respectively, for FTRElfe March 31, 2013.

Determining the fair value of certain commodityviards and options can require management to makefisibjective price and volatility
forecasts which extend to periods beyond thosdlyealoservable on active exchanges or quoted bkdyreo When less observable forward
price and volatility forecasts are significant gtefmining the value of commodity forwards and opsi these instruments are assigned to
Level 3. Level 3 commaodity derivative assets aalilities included an immaterial amount for fongtarand options held at March 31, 2013.

Nuclear Decommissioning Fun— Nuclear decommissioning fund assets assigne@vell3 consist of private equity investments arad re
estate investments. Based on an evaluation of MiBResota’s ability to redeem private equity inveshts and real estate investment funds
measured at net asset value, estimated fair védudisese investments totaling $74.9 million in theclear decommissioning fund at March
31, 2013 (approximately 4.7 percent of total assedasured at fair value) are assigned to Lev&@&alized and unrealized gains and losse
nuclear decommissioning fund investments are dedeais a regulatory asset.
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Liquidity and Capital Resources

Cash Flows
Three Months Ended March
31
(Millions of Dollars) 2013 2012
Cash provided by operating activities $ 64z $ 477

Net cash provided by operating activities increggd8b million for the three months ended MarchZ11,3, compared with the three mon
ended March 31, 2012. The increase was the refhigher net income, changes in working capita ttuthe timing of payments and
receipts and the effect of income taxes paid ir?28impared to refunds received in 2013.

Three Months Ended March
31

(Millions of Dollars) 2013 2012
Cash used in investing activitie: $ (713 $ (399

Net cash used in investing activities increasedi$8illion for the three months ended March 31, 2@t8npared with the three months en
March 31, 2012. The increase was the result dfdrigapital expenditures related to nuclear, trassion and CACJA projects, partially
offset by the change in restricted cash associaiibdthe nuclear waste disposal settlement withite. Department of Energy in 2012.

Three Months Ended March
31

(Millions of Dollars) 2013 2012
Cash provided by (used in) financing activitie: $ 10z $ (39

Net cash provided by financing activities increa$&d1 million for the three months ended MarchZ11,3, compared with the three mon
ended March 31, 2012. The increase was primaudytd higher proceeds from the issuances of constamk and long-term debt, partially
offset by repayments of previously existing shod éong-term debt and higher dividend payments.

Capital Requirements

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

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

As a result of this legislation there will be méémcreased reporting requirements for certailumes of derivative and swap activity. In
April 2012, the CFTC ruled that swap dealing atyivionducted by entities under a notional limittialy set at $8 billion with further
potential reduction to $3 billion after five yeavs]l fall under the de minimis exemption level awdl not subject an entity to registering as a
swap dealer. Xcel Energy’s current and projecteapsactivity is below this de minimis level. Th&TC has set an $800 million de minimis
volume exemption for swaps with “Utility Special tiies,” defined by the CFTC as primarily entiti@sning or operating electric or natural
gas facilities and government entities, after whiwh entity would have to register as a swap dedibe hill also contains provisions that
should exempt certain derivatives end users frommud the clearing and margin requirements. Xaergy does not expect to be materially
impacted by the margining provisions. Xcel Eneiggonducting legal reviews associated with thatamdl reporting obligations for “trade
options,” which are physical electric and gas cacts that contain embedded volumetric and/or pt®nality. The reporting requirements
were subject to begin in April 2013, however theTCHhas issued two “no action” letters that effesliyjvsuspend reporting obligations for
“trade options” until March 2014 and commodity swamtil October 2013. The “no action letters” didwever, leave in place data gathering
requirements. Xcel Energy is prepared to meeetheguirements.
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Pension Fund— Xcel Energy’s pension assets are invested in aslfied portfolio of domestic and international é@gisecurities, shorterm
to long-duration fixed income securities, and alédive investments, including private equity, restate, hedge fund and commodity
investments.

e InJanuary 2013, contributions of $191.5 millisere made across four of Xcel Enemgypension plans. Xcel Energy does not ex
additional pension contributions during 20

e In 2012, contributions of $198.1 million were maxzoss four of Xcel Ener’s pension plan:

e For future years, we anticipate contributions wélmade as necessa

Capital Sources

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

Short-Term Investments —Xcel Energy Inc., NSP-Minnesota, NSP-Wisconsin, 886d SPS maintain cash operating and short-term
investment accounts. At March 31, 2013, approxaiye20.2 million of cash was held in these acceunt

Commercial Paper —Xcel Energy Inc., NSP-Minnesota, NSP-Wisconsin, 886d SPS each have individual commercial paper
programs. The authorized levels for these comrakpaper programs are:

$800 million for Xcel Energy Inc
$700 million for PSCo

$500 million for NSI-Minnesota
$300 million for SPS; an

$150 million for NSI-Wisconsin.

Commercial paper outstanding for Xcel Energy wafbsws:

Three Months Endec

Twelve Months Endec

(Amounts in Millions, Except Interest Rates) March 31, 2013 Dec. 31, 2012
Borrowing limit $ 2,4t $ 2,4t
Amount outstandini at period ent 4; 6(
Average amount outstandil 8: A(
Maximum amount outstandir 1,1¢ 61
Weighted average interest rate, computed on a Hasis 0.% 0.%
Weighted average interest rate at period 0.l 0.

Credit Facilities —As of April 30, 2013, Xcel Energy Inc. and its ittilsubsidiaries had the following committed crdditilities available to

meet liquidity needs:

Credit

(Millions of Dollars) Facility @ Drawn ®) Available Cash Liquidity
Xcel Energy Inc $ 800.C $ 311.C $ 489.C $ 0.€ $ 489.¢
PSCo 700.( 4.C 696.( 0.¢ 696.¢
NSF-Minnesota 500.( 96.1 403.¢ 0.3 404.2
SPS 300.( - 300.C 0.3 300.:
NSF-Wisconsin 150.( 19.C 131.( 0.8 131.¢

Total $ 2450.C $ 430.1 $ 2,019.¢ $ 2S5 $ 2,022.¢

(@  These credit facilities expire in July 20:
(b) Includes outstanding commercial paper and lettecsealit.
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Money Pool— Xcel Energy received FERC approval to establiskiliyumoney pool arrangement with the utility sidiaries, subject to
receipt of required state regulatory approvalse Uitility money pool allows for short-term investm&in and borrowings between the utility
subsidiaries. Xcel Energy Inc. may make investménthe utility subsidiaries at market-based iegerates; however, the money pool
arrangement does not allow the utility subsidiatiesiake investments in Xcel Energy Inc. The mopeyl balances are eliminated in
consolidation.

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

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

In March 2013, PSCo issued $250 million of 2.5Qcpat first mortgage bonds due March 15, 2023 afd $2illion of 3.95 percent first
mortgage bonds due March 15, 2043.

In March 2013, Xcel Energy Inc. filed a prospeciupplement under which it may sell up to $400 wrilbf its common stock through an at-
the-market offering program. As of March 31, 20%X8el Energy Inc. had entered into sales transastior 7.7 million shares of common
stock with net proceeds of $223 million.

On April 15, 2013, Xcel Energy Inc. notified theidtee of its intent to redeem the entire $400 amlfprincipal amount of the 7.60 percent
junior subordinated notes on May 31, 20

During the remainder of 2013, Xcel Energy Inc. #&rditility subsidiaries anticipate issuing theldaling:

e Xcel Energy Inc. may issue approximately $400 wnillof unsecured bonds in the first half of 2C
e NSF-Minnesota may issue approximately $400 millionicdftfmortgage bonds in the first half of 20
e SPS may issue approximately $100 million of firgtrtgage bonds in the first half of 20:

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-sheangements, other than those currently disclosetij@ve or are reasonably likely to have
a current or future effect on financial conditichanges in financial condition, revenues or expgnssults of operations, liquidity, capital
expenditures or capital resources that is matarisvestors.

Earnings Guidance
Xcel Energy’s 2013 earnings guidance is $1.85 t8%per share. Key assumptions related to 20X18regr are detailed below:

Constructive outcomes in all rate case and regylgmceedings

Normal weather patterns are experienced for thairgher of the yea

Weathe-adjusted retail electric utility sales are projécte grow approximately 0.5 perce
Weathe-adjusted retail firm natural gas sales are profetredecline by approximately 1 perce
O&M expenses are projected to increase approximdtpercent to 5 percent over 2012 lev
Depreciation expense is projected to increase diflomto $85 million over 2012 level

Property taxes are projected to increase approgisn&85 million to $40 million over 2012 leve
Interest expense (net of AFUL— debt) is projected to decrease $30 million to $3%an from 2012 levels
AFUDC — equity is projected to increase approximately $1lfan to $20 million over 2012 level:
The ETR is projected to be approximately 34 perteB6 percent

Average common stock and equivalents are projeotbeé approximately 497 million shar
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Item 3 — QUANTITATIVE AND QUALITATIVE DISCLOSURES ABOUT MARK  ET RISK

See Management'’s Discussion and Analysis under2tem

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 Exchangeofd934 is recorded, processed, summarized, armtegbwithin the time periods specified
in SEC rules and forms. In addition, the disclestwntrols and procedures ensure that informagqnired to be disclosed is accumulated
communicated to management, including the chiefetxee officer (CEQO) and chief financial officer FO), allowing timely decisions
regarding required disclosure. As of March 31,20fased on an evaluation carried out under thersigion and with the participation of
Xcel Energy’s management, including the CEO and G¥@he effectiveness of its disclosure contrald the procedures, the CEO and CFO
have concluded that Xcel Energy’s disclosure cdstad procedures were effective.

Internal Control Over Financial Reporting

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

Part Il — OTHER INFORMATION
Item 1 — LEGAL PROCEEDINGS

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

Additional Information

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

Item 1A — RISK FACTORS

Xcel Energy Inc.’s risk factors are documentedtiéml 1A of Part | of its Annual Report on Form 1(df the year ended Dec. 31, 2012,
which is incorporated herein by reference.
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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 three months ended M&dg 2013:

Issuer Purchases of Equity Securitie

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

Jan. 1, 201— Jan. 31, 201 @ 18,17¢ $ 27.4: - -
Feb. 1, 201— Feb. 28, 201: - - - -
March 1, 2013 — March 31, 2013 - - - -

Total 18,17¢ - -

(@  Xcel Energy Inc. or one of its agents periodicalliychases common shares in order to satisfy oldigmtinder the Stock Equivalent Plan for -Employee Directors

Item 4 — MINE SAFETY DISCLOSURES
None.

[tem 5— OTHER INFORMATION

None.

Item 6 — EXHIBITS

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

1.01* Equity Distribution Agreement, dated March 5, 2048tween Xcel Energy Inc. and Barclays Capital (Bzhibit 1.1 to Form 8-K
dated March 5, 2013 (file no. C-03034)).

1.02*  Equity Distribution Agreement, dated March 5, 2048tween Xcel Energy Inc. and Merrill Lynch, PigrEenner & Smith
Incorporated (Exhibit 1.2 to Forn-K dated March 5, 2013 (file no. 0-03034)).

1.03* Equity Distribution Agreement, dated March 5, 2088tween Xcel Energy Inc. and Morgan Stanley & IGdaC (Exhibit 1.3 to Forn
8-K dated March 5, 201(file no. 00:-03034)).

3.01* Amended and Restated Articles of Incorporation oéDEnergy Inc., as filed on May 17, 2012 (Exh&i@1 to Form 8-K dated May
16, 2012 (file no. 0C-03034)).

3.02* Restated B-Laws of Xcel Energy Inc. (Exhibit 3.01 to Forr-K dated Aug. 12, 2008 (file no. 0-03034)).

4.01* Supplemental Indenture dated as of March 1, 2018dmn PSCo and U.S. Bank National Associationuasessor Trustee, creating
$250 million principal amount of 2.50 percent Fixébrtgage Bonds, Series No. 25 due 2023 and $28@mprincipal amount of
3.95 percent First Mortgage Bonds, Series No. 262043 (Exhibit 4.01 to PSCo’s Form 8-K dated M&26h2013 (file no. 001-
03280)).

10.01+ First Amendment dated Feb. 20, 2013 to the Xceld@nExecutive Annual Incentive Award Plan (as anezhdnd restated effective
Feb. 17, 2010]

10.02+ Fourth Amendment dated Feb. 20, 2013 to the Xcel@nSenior Executive Severance and Ch-in-Control Policy.

10.03*+ Xcel Energy Inc. Nonqualified Deferred Compensatidan (2009 Restatement) (Exhibit 10.07 to FornKidF-Xcel Energy (file nc
001-03034) for the year ended Dec. 31, 20!

10.04*+ First Amendment effective Nov. 29, 2011 to the Xerkrgy Inc. Nonqualified Deferred CompensatiomRR009 Restatement)
(Exhibit 10.17 to Form 1-K of Xcel Energy (file no. 0C-03034) for the year ended Dec. 31, 20:

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

32.01 Certification pursuant to 18 U.S.C. Section 13%0adopted pursuant to Section 906 of the Sar-Oxley Act of 2002

99.01 Statement pursuant to Private Securities LitigaRefiorm Act of 1995

101  The following materials from Xcel Energy Inc.’s Qtealy Report on Form 10-Q for the quarter endeddi881, 2013 are formatted
in XBRL (eXtensible Business Reporting Languagg) the Consolidated Statements of Income, (ii) @mnsolidated Statements of
Comprehensive Income (iii) the Consolidated Statemef Cash Flows, (iv) the Consolidated Balancee® (v) the Consolidated
Statements of Common Stockholders’ Equity, (vi)@éoio Consolidated Financial Statements, anddeifument and entity
information.
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SIGNATURES

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

XCEL ENERGY INC.

May 3, 2013 By: /s/ JEFFREY S. SAVAGI
Jeffrey S. Savag
Vice President and Controll
(Principal Accounting Officer

/s/| TERESA S. MADDEN

Teresa S. Madde
Senior Vice President and Chief Financial Offi
(Principal Financial Officer
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Exhibit 10.01

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

(AMENDED AND RESTATED EFFECTIVE FEBRUARY 17, 2010)

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

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

ARTICLE IIl, ADMINISTRATION , is hereby amended by adding the following sergexscthe last sentence of that Article:
“To the extent not inconsistent with applicable lamstock exchange rules, the Committee may dedeghor any portion of its
authority under the Plan to determine and administeentive Awards to Participants who are not sabjo Section 16 of the

Exchange Act to one or more persons who are aitieenbers of the Committee or executive officerchefCompany.”

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

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




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

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

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




Exhibit 10.02
Fourth Amendment
to the
Xcel Energy Senior Executive Severance and Changa-Control Policy
THIS FOURTH AMENDMENT is made this 2@ day of February, 2013, by Xcel Energy Inc. (theitiBipal Sponsor”).
WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS , the Principal Sponsor maintains the Xcel Energyni& Executive Severance and Chang&damirol Policy (th
“Policy™), and

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

WHEREAS , the governance, Compensation and Nominating Ctteenof the Board of Directors of the Principal 8paor (th
“Committee”) has reserved the right to appoint or remove Ppgits under the Policy, and

WHEREAS, the Committee wishes to amend the Policy in centaspects effective February 20, 2013, to add &ciant and t
remove Participants who have retired or otherwésminated employment with the Company.

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

1. The following new Schedule | shall régce the current Schedule | as it appears therein:
Schedule | - Participants
Name Tier Severance Multiple Change-in-Control Multiple
Fowke llI, Benjamin G.S. 1 1 3
Hart, Cathy J. 1 1 3
Larson, Kent T. 1 1 3
Madden, Teresa S. 1 1 3
McDaniel Jr., Marvin E. 1 1 3
O’Connor, Timothy J. 1 1 3
Sparby, David M. 1 1 3
Wilensky, Scott M. 1 1 3
Palmer, Robert Roy 2 1 2
Tyson Il, George E. 2 1 2

2. Savings ClauseExcept as hereinabove set forth, the Xcel EnergyoBéExecutive Severance and Changeéshmtrol Policy sha
continue in full force and effec

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Xcel Energy Inc. has caused ttg instrument to be enacted by its duly authorizedfticer as of the date set
forth to be effective February 20, 2013.

XCEL ENERGY INC.

/s/ Benjamin G.S. Fowke |

By: Benjamin G.S. Fowke Il

Its: Chairman, President & Chief Executive Offi(




Exhibit 31.01
CERTIFICATION

I, Benjamin G.S. Fowke lll, certify that:

1.

2.

I have reviewed this report on Form-Q of Xcel Energy Inc. (a Minnesota corporatic

Based on my knowledge, this report does notatomny untrue statement of a material fact ortamstate a material fact necessary to
make the statements made, in light of the circuntsts under which such statements were made, niatauisg with respect to the
period covered by this repo

Based on my knowledge, the financial statemeamd other financial information included in théport, fairly present in all material
respects the financial condition, results of ogerstand cash flows of the registrant as of, amgtfe@ periods presented in this rep

The registrant’s other certifying officer andre responsible for establishing and maintainisgldsure controls and procedures (as
defined in Exchange Act Rules 13a-15(e) and 15€)) and internal control over financial repogtifas defined in Exchange Act Ru
13e-15(f) and 15-15(f)) for the registrant and hav

a) Designed such disclosure controls and praesdor caused such disclosure controls and proesdo be designed under our
supervision, to ensure that material informatidatieg to the registrant, including its consolidhubsidiaries, is made knowr
us by others within those entities, particularlyidg the period in which this report is being pregzh

b) Designed such internal control over finanoggdorting, or caused such internal control oveariicial 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 atace with generally accepted accounting princijy

c) Evaluated the effectiveness of the registsatisclosure controls and procedures and presémtibis report our conclusions
about the effectiveness of the disclosure conaintsprocedures, as of the end of the period coveydhis report based on such
evaluation; ant

d) Disclosed in this report any change in thggsteant’s internal control over financial repogithat occurred during the registrant’
most recent fiscal quarter (the registrant’s fodigbal quarter in the case of an annual repo#) tlas materially affected, or is
reasonably likely to materially affect, the regast’s internal control over financial reporting; a

The registrant’s other certifying officer antddve disclosed, based on our most recent evatuatimternal 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 weasses in the design or operation of internalrobover 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 ilmves management or other employees who have disamtirole in the registrant’s
internal control over financial reportin

Date: May 3, 201.

/s/ BENJAMIN G.S. FOWKE Il

Benjamin G.S. Fowke Il
Chairman, President, Chief Executive Officer anteBlior




Exhibit 31.02

CERTIFICATION

I, Teresa S. Madden, certify that:

1.

2.

| have reviewed this report on Form-Q of Xcel Energy Inc. (a Minnesota corporatic

Based on my knowledge, this report does notatomny untrue statement of a material fact ortamstate a material fact necessary to
make the statements made, in light of the circuntsts under which such statements were made, niatauisg with respect to the
period covered by this repo

Based on my knowledge, the financial statememts other financial information included in théport, fairly present in all material
respects the financial condition, results of ogerstand cash flows of the registrant as of, amgtfe@ periods presented in this rep

The registrant’s other certifying officer andre responsible for establishing and maintainisgldsure controls and procedures (as
defined in Exchange Act Rules 13a-15(e) and 15¢)) and internal control over financial repagtifas defined in Exchange Act Ru
13e-15(f) and 15-15(f)) for the registrant and hav

a) Designed such disclosure controls and praesdor caused such disclosure controls and proesdo be designed under our
supervision, to ensure that material informatidatieg to the registrant, including its consolidhtibsidiaries, is made knowr
us by others within those entities, particularlyidg the period in which this report is being pregzh

b) Designed such internal control over finanoggdorting, or caused such internal control ovweariicial reporting to be designed
under our supervision, to provide reasonable assareegarding the reliability of financial repogiand the preparation of
financial statements for external purposes in atauce with generally accepted accounting princij

c) Evaluated the effectiveness of the registsatisclosure controls and procedures and presémtibis report our conclusions
about the effectiveness of the disclosure contintsprocedures, as of the end of the period cougyedis report based on such
evaluation; ant

d) Disclosed in this report any change in thggsteant’s internal control over financial repogithat occurred during the registrant’
most recent fiscal quarter (the registrant’s fodigbal quarter in the case of an annual repo#) tlas materially affected, or is
reasonably likely to materially affect, the regast’s internal control over financial reporting; a

The registrant’s other certifying officer antddve disclosed, based on our most recent evatuaetimternal control over financial
reporting, to the registrant’s auditors and theitacmmmittee of the registrant’s board of directf@spersons performing the equivalent
functions):

a) All significant deficiencies and material weasses in the design or operation of internalrobover 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 ilmves management or other employees who have disamtirole in the registrant’s
internal control over financial reportin

Date: May 3, 201.

/sl TERESA S. MADDEN
Teresa S. Madde
Senior Vice President and Chief Financial Offi




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 quasaded March 31, 2013, as filed with
the SEC on the date hereof (Form 10-Q), each ofitigersigned officers of Xcel Energy certifies,quant to 18 U.S.C. Section 1350, as
adopted pursuant to Section 906 of the Sarbanesy@ydt of 2002, that, to such officer’'s knowledge:

(1) The Form 1-Q fully complies with the requirements of Sectid@{d) or 15(d) of the Securities Exchange Act of4,%d

(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 -Q.

Date: May 3, 2013

/s/ BENJAMIN G.S. FOWKE Il

Benjamin G.S. Fowke Il
Chairman, President, Chief Executive Officer anteBior

/sl TERESA S. MADDEN

Teresa S. Madde
Senior Vice President and Chief Financial Offi

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.




Exhibit 99.01
XCEL ENERGY CAUTIONARY FACTORS

The Private Securities Litigation Reform Act prosdda “safe harbor” for forward-looking statementgmncourage disclosures without the
threat of litigation, providing those statements igientified as forward-looking and are accompabigdneaningful, cautionary statements
identifying important factors that could cause &lctual results to differ materially from those gaigd 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 andhaftion currently available to management. SeocWdérd-looking statements are
intended to be identified in this document by tlerde “anticipate,” “believe,” “estimate,” “expect;intend,” “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-loogistatements, factors that could cause Xcel Engmgtual results to differ materially from
those contemplated in any forward-looking stateméntlude, among others, the following:

e Economic conditions, including inflation rates, netary fluctuations and their impact on capital exgitures;

e The risk of a significant slowdown in growth or tiee in the U.S. economy, the risk of delay in gtibwecovery in the U.S. econol
or the risk of increased cost for insurance prensisecurity and other items as a consequence bbpasgure terrorist attack:

e Trade, monetary, fiscal, taxation and environmakpolicies of governments, agencies and similganizations in geographic areas
where Xcel Energy has a financial intert

e Customer business conditions, including demanthieir products or services and supply of labatl eraterials used in creating their
products and service

e Financial or regulatory accounting principlespolicies imposed by the FASB, the SEC, the FERCsamdlar entities with
regulatory oversigh

e Availability or cost of capital such as changesimterest rates; market perceptions of the ytitidlustry, Xcel Energy Inc. or any of
its subsidiaries; or security rating

e Factors affecting utility and nonutility operai®such as unusual weather conditions; catastreptather-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 constraint

e Employee workforce factors, including loss oirezhent of key executives, collective-bargainingeggnents with union employees,
or work stoppage:

e Increased competition in the utility industry od#tnal competition in the markets served by X€ekergy Inc. and its subsidiarie

e State, federal and foreign legislative and regmeinitiatives that affect cost and investmerttaeery, have an impact on rate
structures and affect the speed and degree to wbitipetition enters the electric and natural gakets; industry restructuring
initiatives; transmission system operation andémiistration initiatives; recovery of investmentade under traditional regulation;
nature of competitors entering the industry; retdikeeling; a new pricing structure; and former oastrs entering the generation
market;

e Environmental laws and regulations, includingségion and regulations relating to climate charagel the associated cost
of compliance

e Rate-setting policies or procedures of regulatntities, including environmental externalitiediigh are values established by

regulators assigning environmental costs to eachadeof electricity generation when evaluating gatien resource option

Nuclear regulatory policies and procedures, ineclgdiperating regulations and spent nuclear fueagtn

Social attitudes regarding the utility and powethistries;

Cost and other effects of legal and administrgpnaeceedings, settlements, investigations and cle

Technological developments that result in competitisadvantages and create the potential for inmgait of existing asset

Risks associated with implementations of new teldgies; anc

Other business or investment considerationsniagt be disclosed from time to time in Xcel Energg.ls SEC filings, including

“Risk Factors” in Item 1A of Xcel Energy’s Form ¥Ofor the year ended Dec. 31, 2012, or in othediplybdisseminated written

documents

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




