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This Form 10-Q is filed by Xcel Energy Inc. Xcetétgy Inc. wholly owns the following subsidiarié¢orthern States Power Company, a
Minnesota corporation (NSP-Minnesota); Northerrt&d&@ower Company, a Wisconsin corporation (NBeonsin); Public Service Compe
of Colorado (PSCo); and Southwestern Public Se@mepany (SPS). Xcel Energy Inc. and its constdidiaubsidiaries are also referred to
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with the Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC).
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PART | — FINANCIAL INFORMATION
Item 1 — FINANCIAL STATEMENTS

XCEL ENERGY INC. AND SUBSIDIARIES
CONSOLIDATED STATEMENTS OF INCOME (UNAUDITED)
(amounts in thousands, except per share data)

Operating revenues
Electric
Natural gas
Other
Total operating revenues

Operating expenses
Electric fuel and purchased power
Cost of natural gas sold and transported
Cost of sales — other
Operating and maintenance expenses
Conservation and demand side management prograemsxp
Depreciation and amortization
Taxes (other than income taxes)
Loss on Monticello life cycle management/extendedgr uprate project
Total operating expenses

Operating income

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

Interest charges and financing costs

Interest charges — includes other financing cob®5@®61,
$5,614, $11,559 and $11,406, respectively

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

Income before income taxes
Income taxes
Net income

Weighted average common shares outstanding:
Basic
Diluted

Earnings per average common share:
Basic

Diluted

Cash dividends declared per common share

Three Months Ended June 30

Six Months Ended June 30

2015 2014 2015 2014
$ 2213460 $ 2,297,63 $ 4,438,32 $ 4,599,34
284,13 369,127  1,000,12  1,248,81!
17,54: 18,33: 38,90: 39,53
251513  2,68509  5477,35  5,887,70
904,70  1,041,32.  1,854,83  2,108,64
126,66 210,90 599,03 834,72
8,16¢ 7,642 18,21¢ 16,77:
594,27 585,60  1,180,10'  1,145,74
54,141 70,83 107,94 148,38
274,60: 255,30 547,70 501,25
129,73 116,27¢ 266,35 240,98
— — 129,46 —
2,092,28°  2,287,88  4,703,66.  4,996,50
422,84 397,20t 773,69( 891,20
961 82 4,12z 3,28:
8,42z 7,811 16,19¢ 15,24¢
12,641 23,60¢ 25,30: 45 51
144,22; 139,40 289,16 278,49
(6,165) (10,119 (12,309) (19,662)
138,05’ 129,28° 276,85 258,83
306,81 299,42 542,45 696,41
109,88: 104,25¢ 193,46 240,02
$ 196,93 $ 19516: $ 34899 $ 456,38
507,70° 503,27. 507,35 501,40
508,07 503,45t 507,74 501,61
$ 03¢ $ 03¢ $ 0.6¢ $ 0.91
0.3¢ 0.3¢ 0.6¢ 0.91
$ 03z $ 0.3 $ 064 $ 0.6C



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

Net income

Other comprehensive income

Pension and retiree medical benefits:

Amortization of losses included in net periodic éf#tncost,
net of tax of $561, $550, $1,130 and $1,099, raapdy

Derivative instruments:
Net fair value increase, net of tax of $11, $9a#id $6, respectively

Reclassification of losses to net income, net »fofa
$382, $365, $764 and $722, respectively

Marketable securities:
Net fair value increase, net of tax of $1, $0, &id &§24, respectively

Other comprehensive income
Comprehensive income

See Notes to Consolidated Financial Statements

Three Months Ended June 30

Six Months Ended June 30

2015 2014 2015 2014
$ 196,93: $ 19516 $ 348,990 $ 456,38
88¢ 864 1,75¢ 1,72¢
18 16 7 8
60C 574 1,18¢ 1,13¢
61¢€ 59C 1,192 1,14:
1 — 2 38
1,50z 1,45¢ 2,95¢ 2,90¢
$ 198,43 $ 196,61¢ $ 351,95( $ 459,29
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XCEL ENERGY INC. AND SUBSIDIARIES
CONSOLIDATED STATEMENTS OF CASH FLOWS (UNAUDITED)
(amounts in thousands)

Six Months Ended June 30

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

Net cash provided by operating activities

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

Net cash used in investing activities

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

Net cash (used in) provided by financing activities

Net change in cash and cash equivalents

Nach and ~rach Anrniivialante At hAaninnina Af

2015 2014
348,99 456,38!
556,42( 509,91

2,901 3,131
49,45: 60,46¢
191,16« 236,47
(2,76¢) (2,886)
(25,30) (45,51
(16,199 (15,249
19,75¢ 18,11¢
21,42( 10,99(
129,46! —
13,45( (2,409
150,28: 1,40¢
145,78: 77,55
64,56 75,26¢
69,08( (32,15)
(132,03) (147,73)
129,59 63,67
(92,109) (129,98)
(78,68)) (115,45
684 47,85
(36,879 (30,349
1,509,04! 1,039,51
(1,477,95) (1,575,74)
27,23 6,00(
25,30: 45,51t
(640,10 (404,78))
636,66 401,48
(764) (2,137)
(1,407 (1,56¢)
(1,431,02) (1,531,22)
(568,501) 18,80(
841,53 838,58
(454) (275,48)
3,40¢ 176,57
(298,02) (274,36)
(22,039 484,11
55,98¢ (7,609
70 ANS 1N7 11,



Cash and cash equivalents at end of period

Supplemental disclosure of cash flow information:
Cash paid for interest (net of amounts capitalized)

Cash received (paid) for income taxes, net

Supplemental disclosure of non-cash investing arah€ing transactions:
Property, plant and equipment additions in accopaysble

Issuance of common stock for reinvested dividematis4d1(k) plans

See Notes to Consolidated Financial Statements
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13559 $ 99,54(
(266,84) $ (251,46))
58,59¢ (4,709
206,540 $ 305,44
30,49¢ 29,27:
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XCEL ENERGY INC. AND SUBSIDIARIES
CONSOLIDATED BALANCE SHEETS (UNAUDITED)
(amounts in thousands, except share and per stae) d

June 30, 2015 Dec. 31, 2014
Assets
Current assets
Cash and cash equivalents 135,59 79,60¢
Accounts receivable, net 676,22: 826,50t
Accrued unbilled revenues 582,71: 728,49;
Inventories 532,70¢ 597,18:
Regulatory assets 364,74t 444,05t
Derivative instruments 63,60 85,72
Deferred income taxes 429,86( 246,21(
Prepaid taxes 121,70! 185,48t
Prepayments and other 141,77- 171,11
Total current assets 3,048,92: 3,364,38!
Property, plant and equipment, net 29,350,36 28,756,91
Other assets
Nuclear decommissioning fund and other investments 1,880,15: 1,832,641
Regulatory assets 2,759,89: 2,774,211
Derivative instruments 53,30¢ 53,77¢
Other 176,17: 175,95
Total other assets 4,869,52: 4,836,58
Total assets 37,268,80 36,957,88
Liabilities and Equity
Current liabilities
Current portion of long-term debt 707,35t 257,72t
Short-term debt 451,00( 1,019,501
Accounts payable 830,27¢ 1,173,00
Regulatory liabilities 418,61¢ 410,72
Taxes accrued 280,83t 396,61!
Accrued interest 160,14t 158,53t
Dividends payable 162,22: 151,72(
Derivative instruments 26,84¢ 21,63:
Other 499,94¢ 475,11¢
Total current liabilities 3,537,25. 4,064,58:
Deferred credits and other liabilities
Deferred income taxes 6,249,51 5,852,98
Deferred investment tax credits 70,92¢ 73,69¢
Regulatory liabilities 1,176,801 1,163,42
Asset retirement obligations 2,517,66: 2,446,63
Derivative instruments 171,69: 183,93t
Customer advances 241,54 256,94!
Pension and employee benefit obligations 858,45( 936,90
Other 279,76t 264,65:
Total deferred credits and other liabilities 11,566,36 11,179,18




Commitments and contingencies
Capitalization

Long-term debt

Common stock — 1,000,000,000 shares authorize@.60%par value; 506,959,395 and
505,733,267 shares outstanding at June 30, 201bemd1, 2014, respectively

Additional paid in capital

Retained earnings

Accumulated other comprehensive loss
Total common stockholders’ equity

Total liabilities and equity

See Notes to Consolidated Financial Statements

6

11,896,12 11,499,63
1,267,39: 1,264,33:
5,863,20! 5,837,33
3,243,64! 3,220,95

(105,18) (108,139)

10,269,06 10,214,48

37,268,80 36,957,88
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XCEL ENERGY INC. AND SUBSIDIARIES

CONSOLIDATED STATEMENTS OF COMMON STOCKHOLDERS' EQU ITY (UNAUDITED)

(amounts in thousands)

Common Stock Issued Accumulated Total
Other Common
Additional Paid Retained Comprehensive Stockholders’
Shares Par Value In Capital Earnings Loss Equity
Three Months Ended June 30, 2015 and 2014
Balance at March 31, 2014 501,15. $ 1,252,870 $ 5,681,15! 2,918,211 $ (104,820 $ 9,747,42.
Net income 195,16 195,16
Other comprehensive income 1,45¢ 1,45¢
Dividends declared on common stock (151,97 (151,979
Issuances of common stock 3,95¢ 9,88t 111,05: 120,93t
Share-based compensation 7,76¢ 7,76t
Balance at June 30, 2014 505,106 $ 1,262,76. $ 5,799,96 2,961,400 $ (103,36f) $ 9,920,77.
Balance at March 31, 2015 506,66: $ 1,266,65 $ 5,844,99! 3,209,900 $ (106,68) $ 10,214,87
Net income 196,93: 196,93:
Other comprehensive income 1,502 1,502
Dividends declared on common stock (163,190 (163,190
Issuances of common stock 29t 73¢ 9,31¢ 10,05¢
Share-based compensation 8,89¢ 8,89¢
Balance at June 30, 2015 506,95¢ $ 1,267,390 $ 5,863,200 $ 3,24364 $ (105,18) $ 10,269,06

See Notes to Consolidated Financial Statements




Table of Contents

Six Months Ended June 30, 2015 and 2014

Balance at Dec. 31, 2013

Net income

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

Balance at June 30, 2014

Balance at Dec. 31, 2014

Net income

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

Balance at June 30, 2015

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

Common Stock Issued Accumulated Total

Other Common
Additional Paid Retained Comprehensive Stockholders’

Shares Par Value In Capital Earnings Loss Equity
49797, $ 1,24492° $ 5,619,31: $ 2,807,98 $ (106,27) $ 9,565,95!
456,38 456,38!
2,90¢ 2,90¢
(302,965 (302,967
7,13¢ 17,83¢ 166,82! 184,66(
13,83( 13,83(
505,10¢ $ 1,262,76. $ 5,799,961 $ 2,961,400 $ (103,36f) $ 9,920,77.
505,73 $ 1,264,33° $ 5,837,333 $ 3,220,95 $ (108,139 $ 10,214,48
348,99° 348,99°
2,95: 2,95
(326,31() (326,310)
1,22¢ 3,06¢ 10,20¢ 13,27«
15,67( 15,67(
506,95¢ $ 1,267,390 $ 5,863,200 $ 3,243,64! $ (105,18f) $ 10,269,06

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 contaimdjiistments necessary to present fe
in accordance with accounting principles generatigepted in the United States of America (GAAR,fthancial position of Xcel Energy Inc.
and its subsidiaries as of June 30, 2015 and De@@L4 ; the results of its operations, including components of net income and
comprehensive income, and changes in stockholdgtsty for the three and six months ended Jun@@D5 and 2014 ; and its cash flows for
the six months ended June 30, 2015 and 2@lKadjustments are of a normal, recurring nateseept as otherwise disclosed. Managemer
also evaluated the impact of events occurring dftee 30, 2015 up to the date of issuance of tt@ssolidated financial statements. These
statements contain all necessary adjustments anbbslires resulting from that evaluation. The [34¢.2014 balance sheet information has
been derived from the audited 2014 consolidatemhfifal statements included in the Xcel Energy Mmual Report on Form 1B-for the yea
ended Dec. 31, 2014 . These notes to the consedidatancial statements have been prepared pursu#mt rules and regulations of the SEC
for Quarterly Reports on Form 10-Q. Certain infotim@and note disclosures normally included inficial statements prepared in accordanc
with GAAP on an annual basis have been condensenhitted pursuant to such rules and regulationsfither information, refer to the
consolidated financial statements and notes theratluded in the Xcel Energy Inc. Annual ReportFarm 10-K for the year ended Dec. 31,
2014 , filed with the SEC on Feb. 20, 2015. Duthtoseasonality of Xcel Energy’s electric and redtgas sales, interim results are not
necessarily an appropriate base from which to pt@enual results.

1. Summary of Significant Accounting Policie

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

2. Accounting Pronouncement
Recently Issuet

Revenue Recognitio— In May 2014, the Financial Accounting StandardsrBq&ASB) issuedRevenue from Contracts with Customers,
Topic 606 (Accounting Standards Update (ASU) N@4209), which provides a framework for the recognitiorr@fenue, with the objective
that recognized revenues properly reflect amoumisndity is entitled to receive in exchange for gmand services. The new guidance also
includes additional disclosure requirements regardévenue, cash flows and obligations relateditdracts with customers. As a result of the
FASB's deferral of the standard’s required impletagon date in July 2015, the guidance is effectoranterim and annual reporting periods
beginning after Dec. 15, 2017. Xcel Energy is autfgeevaluating the impact of adopting ASU 2009 -on its consolidated financial stateme

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

Presentation of Debt Issuance Co— In April 2015, the FASB issueBimplifying the Presentation of Debt Issuance Cd&tbtopic 835-30
(ASU No. 2015-03)which amends existing guidance to require thegr&ation of debt issuance costs on the balanet ake deduction from
the carrying amount of the related debt, insteaahofisset. This guidance will be effective foriiimeand annual reporting periods beginning
after Dec. 15, 2015, and early adoption is permhit@ther than the prescribed reclassification eetsto an offset of debt on the consolidated
balance sheets, Xcel Energy does not expect thieimgntation of ASU 2015-03 to have a material inhjmaicits consolidated financial
statements.

Fair Value Measurement —n May 2015, the FASB issuddisclosures for Investments in Certain Entitiestt@Galculate Net Asset Value per
Share (or Its Equivalent), Topic 820 (Accountingriards Update (ASU) No. 2015-0%}ich removes the requirement to categorize within
the fair value hierarchy the fair values for inveshts measured using a net asset value methoddlbgyguidance will be effective on a
retrospective basis for interim and annual repgrpiariods beginning after Dec. 15, 2015, and esdbption is permitted. Other than the
reduced disclosure requirements, Xcel Energy doesxpect the implementation of ASU 20@8-to have a material impact on its consolid:
financial statements.
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3. Selected Balance Sheet D¢

(Thousands of Dollars) June 30, 2015 Dec. 31, 2014
Accounts receivable, net
Accounts receivable $ 726,73 $ 884,22!
Less allowance for bad debts (50,509 (57,719
$ 676,22 $ 826,50t
(Thousands of Dollars) June 30, 2015 Dec. 31, 2014
Inventories
Materials and supplies $ 256,000 $ 244,09¢
Fuel 203,17 183,24¢
Natural gas 73,52¢ 169,83!
$ 532,700 $ 597,18
(Thousands of Dollars) June 30, 2015 Dec. 31, 2014
Property, plant and equipment, net
Electric plant $ 33,996,89 $ 33,203,13
Natural gas plant 4,726,06 4,643,45;
Common and other property 1,623,82 1,611,48
Plant to be retire® 55,39° 71,53¢
Construction work in progress 2,092,39 2,005,53
Total property, plant and equipment 42,494,57 41,535,14
Less accumulated depreciation (13,543,35) (13,168,41)
Nuclear fuel 2,405,82. 2,347,42,
Less accumulated amortization (2,006,68) (1,957,23))

$ 29,350,36 $ 28,756,91

@ PSCo has received approval for early retiremef@tafrokee Unit 3 and Valmont Unit 5 between 20152017. Amounts are presented net of accumulatec:diegion

4. Income Taxe:

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

Federal Audit — Xcel Energy files a consolidated federal incomer&turn. The statute of limitations applicable tceKEnergy’'s 2009

federal income tax return expires in March 201@&hknthird quarter of 2012, the Internal Revenuei§e (IRS) commenced an examination of
tax years 2010 and 2011 , including the 2009 cacklzlaim. As of June 30, 2015, the IRS had propaseadjustment to the federal tax loss
carryback claims that would result in $12 milliohimcome tax expense for the 2009 through 201Indathe recently filed 2013 claim, and the
anticipated claim for 2014. As of June 30, 2018, RS has begun the appeals process; howeverutbenoe and timing of a resolution is
uncertain.

State Auditc — Xcel Energy files consolidated state tax returrsebzon income in its major operating jurisdictioh€olorado, Minnesota,
Texas, and Wisconsin, and various other state irebased tax returns. As of June 30, 2015, Xceldreearliest open tax years that are
subject to examination by state taxing authoritieiss major operating jurisdictions were as follw

State Year

Colorado 2009
Minnesota 2009
Texas 2009
Wisconsin 2010

As of June 30, 2015, there were no state incomaudxis in progress.
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Unrecognized Tax Benefits— The unrecognized tax benefit balance includempaent tax positions, which if recognized wouldatfthe
annual effective tax rate (ETR). In addition, theacognized tax benefit balance includes tempdeatyositions for which the ultimate
deductibility is highly certain but for which thei®uncertainty about the timing of such deduadtiilA change in the period of deductibility
would not affect the ETR but would accelerate thgrnpent of cash to the taxing authority to an eagariod.

A reconciliation of the amount of unrecognized t&xefit is as follows:

(Millions of Dollars) June 30, 2015 Dec. 31, 2014

Unrecognized tax benefit — Permanent tax positions $ 16.4 $ 16.2

Unrecognized tax benefit — Temporary tax positions 56.¢ 50.:
Total unrecognized tax benefit $ 735 $ 66.5

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

(Millions of Dollars) June 30, 2015 Dec. 31, 2014
NOL and tax credit carryforwards $ (35.29) $ (28.5)

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

The payable for interest related to unrecognizedemefits is partially offset by the interest bétressociated with NOL and tax credit
carryforwards. The payables for interest relatedri@cognized tax benefits at June 30, 2015 and Eie@014 were not material. No amounts
were accrued for penalties related to unrecogrtaedenefits as of June 30, 2015 or Dec. 31, 2014.

5. Rate Matters

Except to the extent noted below, the circumstasee$orth in Note 12 to the consolidated finanstatements included in Xcel Energy Inc.’s
Annual Report on Form 10-K for the year ended [34¢.2014 and in Note 5 to Xcel Energy Inc.’s QudytReport on Form 10-Q for the
quarterly period ended March 31, 2015, appropyatebresent, in all material respects, the curstatus of other rate matters, and are
incorporated herein by reference.

NSP-Minnesota
Pending and Recently Concluded Regulatory Procegdi— Minnesota Public Utilities Commissio(MPUC)

NSP-Minnesota — Minnesota 2014 Multi-Year Electric RaCase— In November 2013, NSP-Minnesota filed a two -y&lactric rate case
with the MPUC. The rate case was based on a rezfliestiurn on equity (ROE) of 10.25 percent , a p2fgent equity ratio, a 2014 average
electric rate base of $6.67 billion and an addédl@average rate base of $412 million in 2015. TBNMinnesota electric rate case initially
reflected a requested increase in revenues of rippately $193 million , or 6.9 percent , in 2014laan additional $98 million , or 3.5 percent
in 2015. The request included a proposed rate matidarplan for 2014 and 2015. In December 2013MR&JC approved interim rates $127
million , effective Jan. 3, 2014, subject to refund

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

In May 2015, the MPUC ordered a 2014 rate increaska 2015 step increase. The total increase viasagsd to be $166 million , or 5.9
percent , based on a 9.72 percent ROE and 52.86mexquity ratio. The MPUC also approved a thyear, decoupling pilot with a 3 percent
cap on base revenue for the residential and smalhtercial and industrial classes, based on acales seffective Jan. 1, 2016. The decoupling
mechanism would eliminate the impact of changedentric sales due to conservation and weathealbitity for these classes.
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In July 2015, the MPUC deliberated on requestsdoonsideration of its order. The MPUC determirredMonticello Extended Power Uprate
(EPU) project is not used-and-useful until finapeqval related to the full EPU uprate conditiomaseived from the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC). NSP-Minnesota expects that $a8l&n will be excluded from final rates, as appal from the NRC had not been
received as of June 30, 2015. Monticello achiehedull EPU uprate level of 671 megawatts (MW) umd& 2015 and received final NRC
compliance approval in July 2015, thereby satigfitiee used-and-useful conditions established byvR&IC. The MPUC also approved 2015
interim rates effective March 3, 2015 and statexd the 2014 interim rate refund obligation be ribttgainst the 2015 interim rate revenue

under-collections.

The MPUC'’s decision resulted in an estimated 201fual rate increase of $149.4 million or 5.3 petcéMiSP-Minnesota anticipates reducing
the 2014 refund obligation by approximately $6 ioillfor the change in the interest rate appliemhterim refunds and other items.

The following tables outline NSP-Minnesota’s filefjuest and the impact of the MPUC’s decisions niradéay and July:

MPUC May
2014 Rate Request (Millions of Dollars) NSP-Minnesota Decision
NSP-Minnesota’s filed rate request $ 1925 192.5
Sales forecast (with true-up to 12 months of acitesdther-normalized sales) (38.5) (37.5)
ROE — (31.9)
Monticello EPU cost recovery (12.2) (37.6)
Property taxes (with true-up to actual 2014 acsjual (13.2 (13.2)
Prairie Island EPU cost recovery (5.7 (5.0
Health care, pension and other benefits (2.9 (3.2
Other, net (6.5) (5.5
Total 2014 $ 115.: 58.¢
MPUC May
2015 Rate Request (Millions of Dollars) NSP-Minnesota Decision
NSP-Minnesota’s filed rate request $ 98.t 98.t
Monticello EPU cost recovery 11.7 35.4
Depreciation / Retirements — (0.5
Property taxes 3.3 (3.3
Production tax credits to be included in base rates (12.3 (12.0)
U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) settlement proceeds 10.1 10.1
Emission chemicals (1.6) (1.6)
Other, net 1.7 (2.3
Total 2015 step increase - prior to Monticello LifeCycle Management (LCM)/EPU cost
disallowance $ 106.( 125.2
Total for 2014 and 2015 step increase - prior to Mtticello LCM/EPU cost disallowance $ 221.: 184.]
Monticello LCM/EPU cost disallowance — (18.0
Total for 2014 and 2015 step increase - including dhticello LCM/EPU cost disallowance $ 221 166.1
MPUC July
(Millions of Dollars) Decision
2015 annual rate increase - based on MPUC May order 166.1
Reconsideration/clarification adjustments:
2015 Monticello EPU used-and-useful adjustment (13.9)
2014 property tax final true-up (3.2
Other, net 0.2
Total 2015 annual rate increase 149.¢
Impact of interim rate effective March 3, 2015 (3.6)
Estimated 2015 revenue impact 145.¢
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NSP-Minnesota — Nuclear Project Prudence Investigatier In 2013, NSP-Minnesota completed the Monticell@M/EPU project. The
multi-year project extended the life of the fagilind increased the capacity from 600 to 671 MWniibello LCM/EPU project expenditures
were approximately $665 million . Total capitalizeskts were approximately $748 million , which urd#s allowance for funds used during
construction (AFUDC). In 2008, project expenditunaare initially estimated at approximately $320lioil , excluding AFUDC.

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

In March 2015, the MPUC voted to allow for full mery, including a return, on approximately $41%ion of the total plant costs (inclusive
of AFUDC), but only allow recovery of the remainii§33 million of costs with no return on this portiof the investment over the remaining
life of the plant. Further, the MPUC determinedtthialy 50 percent of the investment was considessl-and-useful for 2014. As a result of
these determinations and assuming the other staieissions within the NSP System jurisdictions adbe MPUC's decisions, Xcel Energy
recorded an estimated pre-tax loss of $129 milliote first quarter of 2015. The remaining bookuezof the Monticello project represents the
present value of the estimated future cash flovesveld for by the MPUC.

NSP-Minnesota — 2015 Transmission Cost Recovery (TEGR}e Filing— In October 2014, NSP-Minnesota submitted its 20CR filing

with the MPUC, requesting recovery of $65.8 milli@in2015 transmission investment costs not includeglectric base rates. The request for
2015 was reduced to approximately $63.8 milliorhiolr was approved by the MPUC in May 2015, subjedtiture adjustments replacing
forecasted amounts with actual investment costs. MRUC also set rates so that NBifmnesota will recover its remaining 2015 and faste!
2016 revenue requirements through the end of 20&6. rates were implemented in July 2015, subjettu-up.

Recently Concluded Regulatory Proceedir— South Dakota Public Utilities Commission (SDPUC)

NSP-Minnesota — South Dakota 2015 Electric Rate Caseln June 2014, NSP-Minnesota filed a request wiehSDPUC to increase electric
rates by $15.6 million annually, or 8.0 percerffecive Jan. 1, 2015. Interim rates of $15.6 milli, subject to refund, went into effect in
January 2015.

In June 2015, the SDPUC approved a settlement mgr@eallowing a base rate increase of approxim&el9 million , or 3.6 percent, and
providing revisions to the existing Infrastructuiger, which will recover additional net revenue$@.9 million . Combined, the overall revenue
increase in base rates and the Infrastructure fide?015 is approximately $7.8 million , or 4.0rpent . New rates began in July 2015. In
addition, there is a moratorium on base rate irsggantil Jan. 1, 2018.

The settlement also includes an earnings testavitharing mechanism. If South Dakota’s weather atired earnings exceed a certain level,
NSF-Minnesota will refund 50 percent of the excessiegs to customers.

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

Wisconsin 2016 Electric and Gas Rate CaseGn May 29, 2015, NSP-Wisconsin filed a request withPSCW to increase rates for electric
and natural gas service effective Jan. 1, 2016.-W&fonsin requested an overall increase in aneleatric rates of $27.4 million , or 3.9
percent , and an increase in natural gas rateS.6frfillion , or 5.0 percent .

The rate filing is based on a 2016 forecast teat,y@return on equity of 10.2 percent , an equityp of 52.5 percent and a forecasted average
net investment rate base of approximately $1.#hillor the electric utility and $111.2 million féine natural gas utility.

Key dates in the procedural schedule are as follows

»  Staff and Intervenor Direct Testimony ©¢t. 1, 201¢
* Rebuttal Testimony —Oct. 19, 201t

e Sur-Rebuttal Testimony -Oct. 27, 201¢

e Technical Hearing —Oct. 29, 201t

* Initial Brief — Nov. 12, 201¢

e Reply Brief —Nov. 19, 2015; ar

« A PSCW decision is anticipated in December 2
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PSCo
Pending Regulatory Proceedin— Colorado Public Utilities Commission (CPUC)

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

The request is based on a historic test year (Hehded June 30, 2014 adjusted for known and medsurapenses and capital additions for
each of the subsequent periods in the multi-yesar phd an equity ratio of 56 percent . The rate ceguests an ROE of 10.1 percent for 2015
and 2016 and 10.3 percent for 2017, and a ratedfe&k 26 billion for 2015, $1.31 billion for 20k6d $1.36 billion for 2017.

PSCo also proposed a stay-out provision, in whisE®would not request implementation of new ratew po January 2018, and
implementation of an earnings test for 2016 throRgh?7.

In addition, PSCo requested an extension of itslipip system integrity adjustment (PSIA) rider thgh 2020 to recover costs associated with
its pipeline integrity efforts. The request to edeand modify the PSIA rider has an expected negativenue impact of approximately $0.1
million in 2015 and would provide incremental reuerof $21.7 million for 2016 and $21.2 million f2017. The following table summarizes
the request:

(Millions of Dollars) 2015 2016 Step 2017 Step

Total base rate increase $ 405 % 7€ $ 18.1
Incremental PSIA rider revenues (0.2 217 21.2
Total revenue impact $ 404 % 29.2 % 39.c

In June 2015, intervenors, including the CPUC S@afaff) and the Office of Consumer Counsel (OGid testimony.

» Staff recommended a base rate decrease of $iididh , based on an ROE of 9.0 percent and a#p&centquity ratio

» OCC recommended a base rate increase of $5i8mmibased on an ROE of 9.0 percent and a 527€eptequity ratio

e A multi-year plan was opposed by both the Staff and (

e The Staff recommended deferring costs relatadd@mental property taxes and safety programshvaiie expected to be
approximately $4.2 million in 2016 and $9.0 million2017; and

» The Staff opposed PSGoproposed earnings test and the stay out prov

Regarding the PSIA:

» The Staff proposed extending the PSIA ridertfioeeyears

* The Staff recommended approximately $32.6 nrilidd PSIA costs would be transferred to base rafésctive Jan. 1, 2016, in
addition to the Staff's proposed 2015 base ratesaafjent; and

e The OCC recommended the PSIA rider expire on JOn2@L6 and any costs be included in base ratesghra step increa
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The Staff and OCC's 2015 base rate recommendadi@nsummarized in the following table:

(Millions of Dollars) Staff ocCcC

PSCo'’s filed 2015 base rate request $ 405 $ 40.5
ROE (12.¢) (13.79)
Capital structure and cost of debt (12.9) (4.9
Cherokee pipeline adjustment (11.2 4.
Move to 2014 historical test year (20.5) (16.9
O&M expenses (3.9 (2.7
Other, net (4.9 (1.9
Total adjustments $ (55.2) $ (34.7)
Recommended (decrease) increase $ (1479 $ 5.8

The Staff's recommendation for the PSIA rider isad®ws:

(Millions of Dollars) 2016 2017

PSCo'’s filed incremental PSIA request $ 217 % 21.z2
Transfer PSIA O&M to base rates (24.7) (2.0
ROE and capital structure (8.2 (3.6
Transfer meter replacement program from base tateSIA 1.7 1.7
Total $ B89 $ 17.:

On July 20, 2015, PSCo filed rebuttal testimonyintaning its request for a multi-year plan anduested ROEs and reflecting the most recer
sales forecast. PSCo also accepts portions ofttiEsJosition regarding the PSIA rider. PS€oébuttal testimony, compared to its initial fi
base rate and rider request are summarized asvéollo

(Millions of Dollars) 2015 2016 Step 2017 Step

PSCo’s filed base rate request $ 405 % 7€ $ 18.1
Shift O&M expenses between PSIA and base rates — 7.C 6.4
Rebuttal corrections and adjustments — — (7.7)
Total base rate request $ 405 % 14€ $ 16.¢
Incremental PSIA rider revenues (0.7 14.7 21.7
Total revenue impact from rebuttal $ 404 % 29.2 % 38.t

If PSCo’s revised request is accepted, PSIA revénpepjected to be $67.0 million in 2015, $81.7liom in 2016 and $103.4 million in 2017.
The next steps in the procedural schedule arellasvi

. Sur-Rebuttal Testimony — Aug. 3, 2015;

. Evidentiary Hearing — Aug. 18 - Aug. 31, 2015;

. Interim Rates (subject to refund) — Oct. 1, 20415

. Final CPUC Decision — No later than Jan. 20, 2016

PSCo— Annual Electric Earnings Test— As part of an annual earnings test, PSCo museshigh customers a portion of any annual
earnings that exceed PSCo’s authorized ROE threéstidlO percent for 2012 through 2014. On April 3015, PSCo filed a tariff for the 2014
earnings test with the CPUC proposing a refundgalilon of $66.5 million to electric customers, whigas approved by the CPUC in July
2015.

In February 2015, in the Colorado 2014 ElectriceRaase, the CPUC approved an annual earningsntegtjch PSCo shares with customers’

earnings that exceed the authorized ROE thresH®d8 percent for 2015 through 2017. As of Jung2B15, PSCo has recognized
management’s best estimate of the expected custafived obligation for the 2015 earnings test, dame annual forecasted information.
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Electric, Purchased Gas and Resource Adjustment Cleses

Demand Side Management (DSM) and the Demand Sidenkigement Cost Adjustment (DSMC— The CPUC approved higher savings
goals and a lower financial incentive mechanisnP8Co’s electric DSM energy efficiency programststg in 2015. Energy efficiency and
DSM costs are recovered through a combination®@X8MCA riders and base rates. DSMCA riders aresaelfl biannually to capture progr
costs, performance incentives, and any over- oeungcoveries are trued-up in the following yeavi8gs goals were 384 gigawatt hours
(GWh) in 2014 and are 400 GWh in 2015 with incesgiawarded in the year following plan achievemd?®Co is able to earn $5 million
upon reaching its annual savings goal along witmeaentive on five percent of net economic beneffito a maximum annual incentive of $30
million .

In October 2014, PSCo filed its 2015-2016 DSM plahich proposes a 2015 DSM electric budget of $&dilon , a 2015 DSM gas budget
$13.1 million , a 2016 DSM electric budget of $78illion and a 2016 DSM gas budget of $13.6 millidhSCo has reached an agreement
all parties resolving most of the contested issndise proceeding. The remaining issues to bealitig primarily concern the avoided costs
attributable to DSM measures. In July 2015, theiathtnative law judge (ALJ) approved the plan.

SPS

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

SPS- Texas 2015 Electric Rate Case In December 2014, SPS filed a retail electrie i@se in Texas seeking an overall increase inannu
revenue of approximately $64.8 million , or 6.7qmet . The filing was based on a HTY ending Jurni42@djusted for known and measurable
changes, a ROE of 10.25 percent , an electrichade of approximately $1.6 billion and an equitioraf 53.97 percent . In March 2015, SPS

revised its requested increase to $58.9 milliorebas) updated information.

SPS is seeking a waiver of the PUCT post-test gdmstment rule which would allow for inclusion®892 million (SPS total company)
additional capital investment for the period Ju2@14 through Dec. 31, 2014.

In May 2015, several intervenors filed direct testny in response to SPS’ rate request, includiegiiiance of Xcel Municipalities (AXM),
the Office of Public Utility Counsel (OPUC), ancetRUCT Staff (Staff).

* AXM recommended a rate decrease of $13.6 millian ROE of 9.40 percent and an equity ratio oc®Bdercent
* The OPUC recommended a rate increase of $1l®mjlan ROE of 9.20 percent and an equity ratib238 percent
* The Staff recommended a rate decrease of $2liémjan ROE of 9.30 percent and an equity rafi63.97 percent

In June 2015, SPS filed rebuttal testimony suppgréi revised rate increase of approximately $48ani| or 4.4 percent .

SPS
Rebuttal

(Millions of Dollars) AXM OPUC Staff Testimony
SPS'’ revised rate request $ 58¢ $ 58¢ $ 58¢ $ 58¢
Investment for capital expenditures — post-test yefustments (11.9) (23.9) (23.9) —
Lower ROE (10.9) (23.5) (12.7) —
Rate base adjustments (largely the removal of tepgid pension asset) (6.2) (6.9 — —
O&M expense adjustments (23.9) (11.0 (7.9 (1.6
Depreciation expense (13.9) — — —
Property taxes — 1.2 (4.9 (1.9
Revenue adjustments (2.2 (0.2 — —
Wholesale load reductions (13.2) — (12.0 —
Southwest Power Pool (SPP) transmission expanson p — — — (7.3
Other, net (2.7) (0.€) (2.2 (1.8

Total recommendation $ (136 $ 1.8 % (260 $ 464
Adjustment to move rate case expenses to a septreket — — — (4.3

Recommendation, excluding rate case expenses $ (136 § 18 § (26 $ 421

New rates will be made effective retroactive toelat, 2015 as established by the PUCT. Hearings a@npleted in July 2015. A PUC
decision is expected in the fourth quarter of 2015.
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Pending Regulatory Proceedinc— New Mexico Public Regulation Commission (NMPRC)

SPS— New Mexico 2015 Electric Rate Case In June 2015, SPS filed an electric rate casle thit NMPRC for an increase in non-fuel base
rates of $31.5 million and a base fuel decreag86f1 million . The rate filing was based on a 2@drécast test year (FTY), a requested returt
on equity of 10.25 percent , a jurisdictional efiectate base of $777.9 million and an equity rati®3.97 percent .

In June 2015, SPS’ rate case application was dsstiey the NMPRC. The NMPRC determined that tivegfdid not comply with its new
interpretation of the statute regarding FTY periadd the corresponding timing of a rate case siddomsn relation to the FTY used in the
case. This new interpretation occurred during #oent Public Service Company of New Mexico ratecas

In July, SPS filed an appeal with the New Mexic@®me Court. In addition, SPS plans to file a catee later this year.
Pending and Recently Concluded Regulatory Proceedis — FERC

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

In June 2014, the FERC issued an order adoptirgpneROE methodology, which requires electric ughtto use a two -step discounted cash
flow analysis that incorporates both short-term kmdj-term growth projections to estimate the afstquity.

The FERC set the ROE complaint against the MISO fBOsettlement and hearing procedures. The FER&Ltid parties to apply the new
ROE methodology, but denied the complaints reltdeshjuity capital structures and ROE adders. ThHRGEstablished a Nov. 12, 2013 reft
effective date. The settlement procedures wereagessful. In January 2015, the ROE complaint wafosdull hearing procedures.

The complainants and intervenors filed testimompremending an ROE between 8.67 percent and 9.5émerThe FERC staff
recommended an ROE of 8.68 percent . The MISO EB@smmended an ROE not less than 10.8 percent aAniges scheduled for August
2015, with an ALJ initial decision to be issuedNdgvember 2015 and a FERC order issued no earker 2016.

In November 2014, certain MISO TOs filed a reqiesFERC approval of a 50 basis point RTO member&®ME adder, with collection
deferred until resolution of the ROE complaintJanuary 2015, the FERC approved the ROE adderdubjthe outcome of the ROE
complaint. The total ROE, including the RTO memhbgrsadder, may not exceed the top of the discoucest flow range under the new ROE
methodology.

In February 2015, an intervenor in the November32ROE complaint filed a second complaint propostmgeduce the MISO region ROE to
8.67 percent , prior to any H@sis point RTO adder. In June 2015, the FERChset¢cond ROE complaint for a hearing processhlesiang a
Feb. 12, 2015 refund effective date. An ALJ initlakision is expected in June 2016 with a FERCsitatin late 2016 or in 2017. The FERC
decision would continue the ROE refund obligatioitiated under the November 2013 complaint throhigly 2016. On July 20, 2015, the
MISO TOs sought rehearing of the FERC decisiorlameback-to-back complaints involving the sameussvith consecutive refund periods,
arguing this ruling is contrary to the governingtste. FERC action on the rehearing request isipgnd

NSF-Minnesota recorded a current liability represemtime current best estimate of a refund obligagissociated with the new ROE as of June
30, 2015. The new FERC ROE methodology is estim@teeduce transmission revenue, net of expenseegba $7 million and $9 million
annually for the NSP System.

SPS— Wholesale Rate ROE Complaints— In April 2012, Golden Spread Electric Cooperative. (Golden Spread), a wholesale cooperativ
customer, filed a rate complaint alleging thattihse ROE included in the SPS production formulaf@t Golden Spread of 10.25 perceatc
the SPS transmission base formula rate ROE of JferGent , are unjust and unreasonable, and ati@tghe ROEs be reducedad 5 percer
and 9.65 percent , respectively, effective April 2012. In July 2013, Golden Spread filed a seawmrdplaint, again asking that the ROE in the
SPS production formula rate for Golden Spread eartstission formula rates be reduced to 9.15 afsi@ercent , respectively, effective July
19, 2013. In June 2014, the FERC issued ordersotidatng the Golden Spread ROE complaints andngsethe complaints for settlement
judge or hearing procedure

17




Table of Contents

A third rate complaint was filed in October 2014®glden Spread, certain New Mexico cooperativesthedVest Texas Municipal Power
Agency, requesting that the ROE in certain SPSuymrioh formula rates for Golden Spread and the N&xico cooperatives and transmission
formula rates be reduced, this time to 8.61 perardt9.11 percent , respectively, effective Oct.2Z4. In January 2015, the FERC issued al
order setting the third complaint for hearing proes and granting the complainants’ requestechde@ffective date. The FERC established
effective dates for refunds of April 20, 2012 (firefund period), July 19, 2013 (second refundgaBrand Oct. 20, 2014 (third refund period),
respectively.

SPS sought rehearing of the FERC decisions to dllmek-to-back complaints involving the same issith wonsecutive 15 month refund
periods, asserting this ruling is contrary to tbgeyning statute. On May 12, 2015, FERC deniedé¢hearing request as it pertained to the firs
two rate complaints. In July 2015, SPS filed anesgbpo the D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals of the REBrders in the first two rate complaints
allowing the sequential complaints and consecutbvenonth refund periods. The D.C. Circuit Court hasestablished a procedural schedule.
FERC action on the similar SPS rehearing requéstiectto the third complaint is pending.

In the first half of 2015, Golden Spread, SPS aBRE staff filed their initial testimonies recomméngithe following ROEs:

Refund Transmission
Period Production ROE ROE @
Golden Sprea 1 8.7¢% 9.28%
2 8.51 9.01
3 8.4t 8.9t
SPS 1 10.2¢ 10.3¢
2 10.2¢ 11.2(
3 © 10.4C 11.2C
FERC Staff 1 8.97 9.47
2 8.64 9.14
3 8.5: 9.0¢

@ Includes a SPP RTO membership adder up toas@s point

®) " For the third refund period, the recommended proda@nd transmission ROEs are supported by Gdieaad, certain New Mexico cooperatives and thet Wesas
Municipal Power Agency (transmission ROE only).

© In addition to the recommended ROB®S also filed testimony recommending the ROEs iremrechanget

Hearings scheduled for July 2015 for the first rate complaints were canceled and the parties dgoefile briefs based on pre-filed
testimony. An initial ALJ decision on the first tveomplaints is expected to be issued by Nov. 28528nd a final FERC order to be issued nc
earlier than 2016. A hearing for the third rate ptamnt is scheduled for Oct. 2015, with an ALJialidecision expected in January 2016 and a
final FERC order no earlier than later in 2016.

SPS recorded a current liability representing timeent best estimate of a refund obligation assediwith potential ROE adjustments as of
June 30, 2015, and is reducing transmission andgtion revenues, net of expense, between $4 midiicd $6 million annually.

SPS- 2004 FERC Complaint Case Orders— In August 2013, the FERC issued an order related2004 complaint case brought by Gol
Spread and Public Service Company of New MexicoMPBnd an Order on Initial Decision in a subsequ9ii6 production rate case filed by
SPS.

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

In the August 2013 Orders, the FERC clarified isviipus ruling on the allocation of fuel costs aedffirmed that the refunds in question
should only apply to firm requirements customerd aot PNM’s contractual load. The FERC also revéiteprior demand-related cost
allocator decision. The FERC stated that it haddeimn its initial analysis and concluded that tiRSSystem was acdincident peak (CP) rath
than a 12 CP system.
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In September 2013, SPS filed a request for rehgafithe FERC ruling on the CP allocation and rdfdecisions. SPS asserted that the FERC
applied an improper burden of proof and that prenédid not support retroactive refunds. PNM akspuested rehearing of the FERC decisior
not to reverse its prior ruling. In October 2018 FERC issued orders further considering the ggder rehearing, which are currently
pending. As of Dec. 31, 2014, SPS had accrued $80lién related to the August 2013 Orders and dditional $1.5 million of principal and
interest has been accrued during 2015.

SPS- 2015 Production Formula Rate Change Filing— In January 2015, SPS filed to revise the produdidomula rates for six of its
wholesale customers, including Golden Spread, icellaw Mexico cooperatives and West Texas MunicRalver Agency, effective Feb. 1,
2015. The filing proposes several modifications)uding a reduction in wholesale depreciation rated the use of a 12 CP demand-related
cost allocator for all wholesale customers. In Mia2615, the FERC accepted this filing, effectivly Jy 2015, subject to refund and settlemen
judge or hearing procedures. The parties remaiagad)in settlement judge procedures. Effective 12015, the Golden Spread conti
demand quantity subject to the formula rate chategdined from 500 MW to 300 MW.

6. Commitments and Contingencie

Except to the extent noted below and in Note 5 abthe circumstances set forth in Notes 5, 12,nt31a to the consolidated financial
statements included in Xcel Energy Inc.’s Annuap&¢on Form 10-K for the year ended Dec. 31, 28xd in Notes 5 and 6 to the
consolidated financial statements included in X@@érgy Inc.’s Quarterly Report on Form 10-Q for tjuarterly period ended March 31, 2015,
appropriately represent, in all material respebis,current status of commitments and contingebilities, and are incorporated herein by
reference. The following include commitments, cogéincies and unresolved contingencies that arerialate Xcel Energys financial positior

Purchased Power Agreements (PP/

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

The Xcel Energy utility subsidiaries had approx enly 3,698 MW of cap acity under long-term PPA®&3une 30, 2015 and Dec. 31, 2014 ,
with entities that have been determined to be bgimterest entities. Xcel Energy has concluded these entities are not required to be
consolidated in its consolidated financial statetméecause it does not have the power to direcddheties that most significantly impact the
entities’ economic performance. These agreemenis &gpiration dates through 2033 .

Guarantees and Bond Indemnifications

Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsidiaries provide goteas and bond indemnities under specified agresnoeitransactions. The guarantees and
bond indemnities issued by Xcel Energy Inc. guaammayment or performance by its subsidiaries. Aesalt, Xcel Energy Inc.’s exposure
under the guarantees and bond indemnities is hgsmdthe net liability of the relevant subsidiander the specified agreements or
transactions. Most of the guarantees and bond indie® issued by Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsidglimit the exposure to a maximum
amount stated in the guarantees and bond indesinitgeof June 30, 2015 and Dec. 31, 2014 , Xcetd@nknc. and its subsidiaries had no
assets held as collateral related to their guaganteond indemnities and indemnification agreements

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

(Millions of Dollars) June 30, 2015 Dec. 31, 2014

Guarantees issued and outstanding $ 132 $ 13.¢
Current exposure under these guarantees 0.1 0.2
Bonds with indemnity protection 41.¢ 31.¢
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Other Indemnification Agreements

Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsidiaries provide inddimations through contracts entered into in tbenmal course of business. These are
primarily indemnifications against adverse litigatioutcomes in connection with underwriting agreetsieas well as breaches of
representations and warranties, including corpaaigtence, transaction authorization and incomertatters with respect to assets sold. Xce
Energy Inc.’s and its subsidiaries’ obligations enthese agreements may be limited in terms oftidurand amount. The maximum potential
amount of future payments under these indemnificatcannot be reasonably estimated as the obligatednts of these indemnifications
often are not explicitly stated.

Environmental Contingencies

Ashland Manufactured Gas Plant (MGP) Si— NSP-Wisconsin has been named a potentially resplenparty (PRP) for contamination at a
site in Ashland, Wis. The Ashland/Northern Statew® Lakefront Superfund Site (the Ashland sitejudes property owned by NSP-
Wisconsin, which was a site previously operated Ipyedecessor company as a MGP facility (the UBhéf), and two other properties: an
adjacent city lakeshore park area (Kreher Parkyloich an unaffiliated third party previously opem@ 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 déxss the preferred remedy the EPA
has selected for the cleanup of the Ashland sdettte Sediments at the Ashland Site, the ROD medaemedy is a hybrid remedy involving
both dry excavation and wet conventional dredgimghmdologies (the Hybrid Remedy). The ROD alsofifies the possibility of a wet
conventional dredging only remedy for the Sedimétiis Wet Dredge), contingent upon the completiba successful Wet Dredge pilot stu

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

In October 2012, a settlement among the EPA, thecvisin Department of Natural Resources, the BadrRind Red Cliff Bands of the Lake
Superior Tribe of Chippewa Indians and NSP-Wisaomss approved by the U.S. District Court for thestérn District of Wisconsin. This
settlement resolves claims against NSP-Wisconsiitdalleged responsibility for the remediationtloé Phase | Project Area. Under the terms
of the settlement, NSP-Wisconsin agreed to pertberemediation of the Phase | Project Area, besdwt admit any liability with respect to
the Ashland site. Fieldwork to address the Ph&eject Area at the Ashland site began at the €212 and continues. Demolition activities
occurred at the Ashland site in 2013. Soil, inahgdéxcavation and treatment, as well as containmeattremedies were completed in early
2015. A preliminary design for the groundwater rdsne/as also submitted to the EPA in April 2014 aneliminary activities, including the
installation of ground wells, have commenced atsitee Construction on the groundwater treatmegntds anticipated to commence in fall
2015. The current cost estimate for the cleanuh®Phase | Project Area is approximately $57 amilli of which approximately $35 million
has already been spent. The settlement also resdliens by the federal, state and tribal truséegsnst NSP-Wisconsin for alleged natural
resource damages at the Ashland site, includiniy thet Phase | Project Area and the Sediments.

Negotiations are ongoing between the EPA and-Wisconsin regarding who will pay for or perfornetbleanup of the Sediments and what
remedy will be implemented at the site to addrhesSediments. It is NSP-Wisconsin’s view that tlybtitl Remedy is not safe or feasible to
implement. The EPA’s ROD for the Ashland site imigla estimates that the cost of the Hybrid Remebgtiween $63 million and $77 millign
with a potential deviation in such estimated ca$tsp to 50 percent higher to 30 percent loweNavember 2013, NS®isconsin submitted
revised Wet Dredge pilot study work plan proposahte EPA. In May 2014, NSP-Wisconsin entered &nfimal administrative order on
consent for the Wet Dredge pilot study with the EPA
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In August 2012, NSP-Wisconsin also filed litigatiagainst other PRPs for their share of the cle@osts for the Ashland site. Trial for this
matter took place in May 2015. A judicial decisisrexpected in the third quarter of 2015. A fingttlement has been reached between NSP-
Wisconsin, along with the EPA, and two of the PRNF&sconsin Central Ltd. and Soo Line Railroad Qolléctively, the “Railroad PRPs”)
resolving claims relating to the Railroad PRPs'retw the costs of cleanup at the Ashland site. MB8&tonsin also has entered a second
private party settlement agreement with LE Myers Qder the agreements, the Railroad PRPs corddht0.5 million and LE Myers Co.
contributed $5.4 million to the costs of the cleaiat the Ashland site. The agreements for the &adlPRPs and LE Myers Co. were approvec
by the U.S. District Court for the Western Distri¢tWisconsin in 2015 and payment has been receediscussed below, existing PSCW
policy requires that any payments received from #BRPused to reduce the amount of the cleanup cltistately recovered from customers.
Two additional PRPs remain in the case.

At June 30, 2015 and Dec. 31, 2014, NSP-Wiscorathracorded a liability of $108.5 million and $1®illion , respectively, for the Ashlal
site based upon potential remediation and desigts ¢ogether with estimated outside legal and dtarsticosts; of which $23.2 million and
$28.9 million , respectively, was considered a enirtiability. NSP-Wisconsin's potential liabilityhe actual cost of remediation and the time
frame over which the amounts may be paid are sutjethange. NSP-Wisconsin also continues to wolikléntify and access state and federa
funds to apply to the ultimate remediation costhef entire site. Unresolved issues or factorsabaltd result in higher or lower NSP-Wisconsin
remediation costs for the Ashland site includedieanup approach implemented for the Sediments;hwtarty implements the cleanup, the
timing of when the cleanup is implemented, potémiatributions by other PRPs and whether federatate funding may be directed to help
offset remediation costs at the Ashland site.

NSF-Wisconsin has deferred the estimated site remediabsts, as a regulatory asset, based on antexipechat the PSCW will continue to
allow NSP-Wisconsin to recover payments for envinental remediation from its customers. The PSCWchasistently authorized NSP-
Wisconsin rate recovery for all remediation costaiired at the Ashland site, and has authorizeavery of MGP remediation costs by other
Wisconsin utilities. Under the established PSCWpolonce deferred MGP remediation costs are détemrby the PSCW to be prudent,
utilities are allowed to recover those deferredsosnatural gas rates, typically over a four sito-year amortization period. The PSCW
historically has not allowed utilities to recovleir carrying costs on unamortized regulatory asketMGP remediation.

The PSCW reviewed the existing MGP cost recoveligcpas it applied to the Ashland site in the comiaf NSP-Wisconsin's 2013 general
rate case. In December 2012, the PSCW recogniegpdtential magnitude of the future liability féretcleanup at the Ashland site and grante
an exception to its existing policy at the requeENISP-Wisconsin. The elements of this exceptiafuide: (1) approval to begin recovery of
estimated Phase 1 Project costs beginning on J2013; (2) approval to amortize these estimatetisoover a ten -year period; and (3)
approval to apply a three percent carrying coghéounamortized regulatory asset. In a 2014 rage dacision, the PSCW continued the cost
recovery treatment with respect to the 2013 andt20danup costs for the Phase | Project Area dodiedl NSPWisconsin to increase its 20
amortization expense related to the cleanup bydditianal $1.1 million to offset the need for agaecrease for the natural gas utility. Cost
recovery will continue at the level set in the 204t case though 2015. In May 2015, NSP-Wiscdiilsithits 2016 rate case, in which it
requested an increase to the annual recovery fdP Kl€an-up costs from $4.7 million to $7.6 millioA decision is anticipated in late 2015.

Fargo, N.D. MGP Site— In May 2015, in connection with a city water ma@iplacement and street improvement project ind;axgD.,
underground pipes, tars, and impacted soils, wimal be related to a former MGP site operated by-NiB#esota or a prior company, were
discovered. After initial reports and discussiorithwhe City of Fargo and the North Dakota Depanta Health, NSAMinnesota removed tl
impacted soils and other materials from the prcgeet. At this time, NSP-Minnesota’s investigatidithe site is considered preliminary as
information is still being gathered.

As of June 30, 2015, NSP-Minnesota recorded dlitalof $2.1 million related to further investigati and additional planned activities.
Uncertainties include the nature and cost of thditedhal remediation efforts that may be necessgy ability to recover costs from insurance
carriers and the potential for contributions frontitees that may be identified as PRPs. Therefihre total cost of remediation, NSP-
Minnesota’s potential liability and amounts allolato the North Dakota and Minnesota jurisdictioalated to the site cannot currently be
reasonably estimated. In July 2015, NSP-Minnestetd & request with the North Dakota Public Sern@@nmission (NDPSC) for approval to
initially defer the portion of investigation andsponse costs allocable to the North Dakota jurigmtic
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Environmental Requirement

Water

Federal Clean Water Act (CWA) Waters of the Unit8thtes Rule— In June 2015, the EPA and the U.S. Army CorpEragfineers published
a final rule that significantly expands the typésvater bodies regulated under the CWA and broatienscope of waters subject to federal
jurisdiction. The expansion of the te“Waters of the U.S.” will subject more utility pegjts to federal CWA jurisdiction, thereby potengial
delaying the siting of new generation projectsepipes, transmission lines and distribution lireswell as increasing project costs and
expanding permitting and reporting requirement fithe will go into effect beginning in August 202&cel Energy does not anticipate the
costs of compliance with the final rule will havenaterial impact on the results of operations,raial position or cash flows.

Air

Cross-State Air Pollution Rule (CSAPR)- CSAPR addresses long range transport of parteotatter (PM) and ozone by requiring
reductions in sulfur dioxide (S and nitrous oxide (NOx) from utilities in the éa® half of the United States using an emissicading
program. For Xcel Energy, the rule applies in Miswta, Wisconsin and Texas.

In August 2012, the United States District CourAppeals for the District of Columbia Circuit (D.Circuit) vacated the CSAPR and
remanded it back to the EPA. The D.C. Circuit stale EPA must continue administering the Cleanirtierstate Rule (CAIR) pending
adoption of a valid replacement. In April 2014, thé. Supreme Court reversed and remanded thea@#se D.C. Circuit. The Supreme Court
held that the EPA's rule design did not violate @lean Air Act (CAA) and that states had receivddguate opportunity to develop their own
plans. Because the D.C. Circuit overturned the GSAR two over-arching issues, there are many asisees the D.C. Circuit did not rule on
that were considered on remand. In July 2015, tii Dircuit issued an opinion which found the radutbudgets exceed what is necessary
for Texas to reduce its impact on downwind stdtes do not meet ambient air quality standards. D@2 Circuit remanded the matter to the
EPA to reconsider the emission budgets. While thA Eeconsiders emission budgets, the D.C. CireftitCSAPR in effect.

In October 2014, the D.C. Circuit granted the EfAEquest to begin to implement CSAPR by imposm@012 compliance obligations start
in January 2015. While the litigation continueg EPA is administering the CSAPR in 2015.

Multiple changes to the SPS system since 201 1swilktantially reduce estimated costs of complyiitg the CSAPR. These include the
addition of 700MW of wind power, the construction of Jones Unitarl 4, reduced wholesale load, new PPAs, indtailaf NOx combustio
controls on Tolk Units 1 and 2 and completion atai@ transmission projects. As a result, SPS egémcompliance with the CSAPR in 2015
will cost approximately $7 million or less.

NSF-Minnesota can operate within its CSAPR emissitowaince allocations. NSP-Wisconsin can operateiwith CSAPR emission
allowance allocation for S@ NSP-Wisconsin is complying with the CSAPR for Nidx2015 through operational changes or allowance
purchases. CSAPR compliance in 2015 is not havimgizrial impact on the results of operations,rfaial position or cash flows.

Electric Generating Unit (EGU) Mercury and Air Toxds Standards (MATS) Rul— The final EGU MATS rule became effective in April
2012. The EGU MATS rule sets emission limits foidagases, mercury and other hazardous air pollsitamd requires coal-fired utility
facilities greater than 25 MW to demonstrate coarpde within three to four years of the effectivéedén 2014, the U.S. Supreme Court
decided to review the D.C. Circuit's decision thpheld the MATS standard. By April 2015, the MAT@npliance deadline, Xcel Energy had
met the EGU MATS rule through a combination of esiwis control projects and controls required by pgiregrams preceding MATS, such as
regional haze and state mercury regulations. Xoer@y also retired two coal units at the Black [ptant and ceased use of coal at Bay Front
Unit 5. In addition, mercury controls were instdlia SPS’ Tolk and Harrington plants for a capitast of $8 million . On June 29, 2015, the
U.S. Supreme Court found that the EPA acted unredsp by not considering the cost to regulate nmgremd other hazardous air pollutants.
The D.C. Circuit, on remand, will decide whethetdave MATS in effect while the EPA considers saobkts in making a new determination.
Xcel Energy believes EGU MATS costs will be recalde through regulatory mechanisms and does nimfijzate a material impact on the
results of operations, financial position or caskws.

Regional Haze Rule— The regional haze program is designed to addvetesspread haze that results from emissions fronulitude of
sources. In 2005, the EPA amended the best avaitabbfit technology (BART) requirements of itgie@nal haze rules, which require the
installation and operation of emission controlsifalustrial facilities emitting air pollutants thegduce visibility in certain national parks and
wilderness areas. In its first regional haze srafgementation plan (SIP), Colorado, Minnesota &agas identified the Xcel Energy facilities
that will have to reduce S NOx and PM emissions under BART and set emisdionts for those facilities.

22




Table of Contents

PSCo

In 2011, the Colorado Air Quality Control Commissiapproved a SIP (the Colorado SIP) that inclutted@ACJA emission reduction plan as
satisfying regional haze requirements for the fied included in the CACJA plan. In addition, tBelorado SIP included a BART
determination for Comanche Units 1 and 2. The EpPgr@aved the Colorado SIP in 2012. Installationh&f €mission controls at Hayden Unit 1
is scheduled for 2015 and Hayden Unit 2 is scheflide2016 at an estimated combined cost of $82libm. PSCo anticipates these costs
will be fully recoverable in rates.

In March 2013, WildEarth Guardians petitioned th& \.Court of Appeals for the FTCircuit to review the EPA’s decision approving the
Colorado SIP. WildEarth Guardians has challenged3ART determination made for Comanche Units 12nd comments before the EPA,
WildEarth Guardians urged that current emissioritéittons be made more stringent or that selectatalgtic reduction (SCR) be added to the
units. In September 2014, the EPA filed a requdtst the Court to remand the case to the EPA foitantel explanation of the EPA’s decision
approving the BART determination for Comanche Ufiend 2. In October 2014, the Court granted th&'&Request and vacated the current
briefing schedule. In May 2015, the EPA publishsdinal rule which re-affirmed the approval of tBtate of Colorado’s BART determination
for Comanche Units 1 and 2. The determination fatlnad the controls currently installed on the ufitsNOx are BART. In July 2015,
WildEarth Guardians filed a petition for reviewtbe EPA's May 2015 final rule. The £Circuit will now resume litigation and a decisia i
anticipated in 2016.

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

NSF-Minnesota

In 2009, the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (€% approved a SIP (the Minnesota SIP) and subdhitte the EPA for approval. The
MPCA's source-specific BART limits for Sherco Unitsand 2 require combustion controls for NOx ardisicer upgrades for SO The
MPCA concluded SCRs should not be required becdagsminor visibility benefits derived from SCRs blat outweigh the substantial costs.
The combustion controls were installed first ane shrubber upgrades were completed in December, 204cost of $46.9 million . NSP-
Minnesota anticipates these costs will be fullyorerable in rates.

The MPCA supplemented its Minnesota SIP, determgitiiat CSAPR meets BART requirements, but alsoemphting its source-specific
BART determination for Sherco Units 1 and 2 frora #8009 Minnesota SIP. In June 2012, the EPA apprthwe Minnesota SIP for EGUs and
also approved the source-specific emission lingitsSherco Units 1 and 2 as strengthening the MistaeSIP, but avoided characterizing 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 Environmlefitivocacy and Fresh Energy appealed the EPA’'soappof the Minnesota SIP to the
U.S. Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit (Eigr€ircuit). NSP-Minnesota and other regulated pantvere denied intervention. In June
2013, the Eighth Circuit ordered this case to Hd leabeyance until the U.S. Supreme Court dectdedCSAPR case. If this litigation
ultimately results in further EPA proceedings conggg the Minnesota SIP, such proceedings may densvhether SCRs should be required
for Sherco Units 1 and 2.

SPS

Harrington Units 1 and 2 are potentially subjecB#RT. Texas developed a SIP (the Texas SIP) thdsfthe CAIR equal to BART for EGU
As a result, no additional controls beyond CAIR ptiance would be required. In May 2012, the EPAedefd its review of the Texas SIP in
final rule allowing states to find that CSAPR coiapte meets BART requirements for EGUs. In Decer2béd, the EPA proposed to appr
the BART portion of the Texas SIP, with the exceptihat the EPA would substitute CSAPR compliameelexas’ reliance on CAIR. The
EPA currently plans to issue its final rule in Deateer 2015.

In May 2014, the EPA issued a request for inforomatinder the CAA related to S@ontrol equipment at Tolk Units 1 and 2. In Decembe
2014, the EPA proposed to disapprove the reasopabdgess portions of the Texas SIP and insteagtadBederal Implementation Plan. The
EPA proposed to require dry scrubbers on both Talks to reduce S@emissions to help achieve reasonable progress fppalexas and
Oklahoma national parks and wilderness areas. é&yased, the dry scrubbers would need to be indtalie operating within five years of the
EPA's final action, currently expected in DecemB@t5. Whether dry scrubbers are required is deperuethe EPA's final decision. If
required, they would cost approximately $600 milliovith an annual operating cost of approxima$d.4 million . Xcel Energy believes
these costs would be recoverable through regula@ghanisms and therefore does not expect a nmatepact on results of operations,
financial position or cash flows.

23




Table of Contents

Reasonably Attributable Visibility Impairment (RAYH RAVI is intended to address observable impairnfierh a specific source such as
distinct, identifiable plumes from a source’s stéxla national park. In 2009, the DOI certifiedttagortion of the visibility impairment in
Voyageurs and Isle Royale National Parks is readgratributable to emissions from NSP-Minnesotfgrco Units 1 and 2. The EPA is
required to determine whether there is RAWbe impairment in these parks and identify theeptéal source of the impairment. If the EPA fi
that Sherco Units 1 and 2 cause or contribute t&RAthe national parks, the EPA would then eviduahether the level of controls required
by the MPCA is appropriate. The EPA has statethitpto issue a separate notice on the issue ofIBARSherco Units 1 and 2 under the
RAVI program.

In December 2012, a lawsuit against the EPA wasd fih the U.S. District Court for the District ofifvhesota (Minnesota District Court) by the
following organizations: National Parks Conservatissociation, Minnesota Center for Environmentdi/écacy, Friends of the Boundary
Waters Wilderness, Voyageurs National Park AssmeiaFresh Energy and Sierra Club. The lawsuigaiéethe EPA has failed to perform a
nondiscretionary duty to determine BART for Shetbots 1 and 2 under the RAVI program. The EPA filgdanswer denying the allegations.
The District Court denied NSP-Minnesota’s motiorirntiervene in July 2013. NSP-Minnesota appealesidbtision to the Eighth Circuit,
which on July 23, 2014, reversed the District Caumd found that NSP-Minnesota has standing angha td intervene.

In May 2015, NSP-Minnesota, the EPA and theesixironmental advocacy organizations filed a settlet agreement in the Minnesota Dist
Court. The agreement anticipates a federal rulémgakat would impose stricter S@mission limits on Sherco Units 1, 2 and 3, without
making a RAVI attribution finding or a RAVI BART dermination. The emission limits for Units 1 andeBlect the success of a recently
completed control project. The Unit 3 emission tanwill be met through changes in the operatiothefexisting scrubber. The Minnesota
District Court issued an order staying the litigatfor the time needed to complete the actionsirediy the settlement agreement. The
plaintiffs agreed to withdraw their complaint wighejudice when those actions are completed. Hisialso agreed not to request a RAVI
certification for Sherco Units 1, 2 and/or 3 in fature.

As required by the CAA, the EPA published noticehaf proposed settlement in the Federal Register EIPA reviewed the public comments
in July 2015 and notified the Minnesota Districtuttthat the settlement agreement is final. The BR#seven months to recommend and
adopt a rule which will set the agreed-upon @missions. Xcel Energy does not anticipate thesaafstompliance with the proposed settler
will have a material impact on the results of ogierss, financial position or cash flows.

Implementation of the National Ambient Air Qualit$standard (NAAQS) for SG— The EPA adopted a more stringent NAAQS for S©
2010. In 2013, the EPA designated areas as natiatighe revised NAAQS, which did not include aargas where Xcel Energy operates
power plants. However, many other areas of thatrpuvere unable to be classified by the EPA dua tack of air monitors.

Following a lawsuit alleging that the EPA had noinpleted its area designations in the time requisethe CAA and under a consent decree
the EPA is requiring states to evaluate areasreetphases. The first phase includes areas near$B&wnee plant and SPS’ Tolk and
Harrington plants. The Pawnee plant recently Ilestaan SO, scrubber and the Tolk and Harrington Plants utilize sulfur coal to reduce SO
2emissions. The Colorado Department of Health andr&mment along with the Texas Commission on Envinental Quality (TCEQ) are
expected to make recommendations for nonattainareass to the EPA in September 2015 with a declsyossummer 2016.

If an area is designated nonattainment, the reispestiates will need to evaluate all $&durces in the area. The state would then submit an
implementation plan for the respective areas whiohld be due in 18 months, designed to achiev&#He&QS within five years. The TCEQ
could require additional S@ontrols on one or more of the units at Tolk andridgton. It is anticipated the areas near the iemg Xcel
Energy power plants would be evaluated in the degtgnation phase, ending December 2017. Xcel Fresngnot evaluate the impacts of this
ruling until the designation of nonattainment arisamade and any required state plans are develdjoedl Energy believes that, should 50
control systems be required for a plant, compliazasts will be recoverable through regulatory megras and therefore does not expect a
material impact on results of operations, finanpiadition or cash flows.
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Legal Contingencies

Xcel Energy is involved in various litigation makehat are being defended and handled in the anglitourse of business. The assessment of
whether a loss is probable or is a reasonable lgtigsiand whether the loss or a range of lossssmable, often involves a series of complex
judgments about future events. Management mainéaosials for such losses that are probable ofjdaturred and subject to reasone
estimation. Management is sometimes unable to attian amount or range of a reasonably possitderasertain situations, including but r
limited to when (1) the damages sought are indetert®, (2) the proceedings are in the early stayeg8) the matters involve novel or
unsettled legal theories. In such cases, therenisiderable uncertainty regarding the timing omate resolution of such matters, including a
possible eventual loss. For current proceedingspetifically reported herein, management doesntitipate that the ultimate liabilities, if
any, arising from such current proceedings woultehamaterial effect on Xcel Energy’s financiakstaents. Unless otherwise required by
GAAP, legal fees are expensed as incurred.

Employment, Tort and Commercial Litigatio

Pacific Northwest FERC Refund Proceedir— In July 2001, the FERC ordered a preliminary heptindetermine whether there were unjust
and unreasonable charges for spot market bilaatas in the Pacific Northwest for December 2000ubh June 2001. PSCo supplied energy
to the Pacific Northwest markets during this perdod has been a participant in the hearings. Ite@dger 2001, the presiding ALJ concluded
that prices in the Pacific Northwest during thesreficed period were the result of a number of factncluding the shortage of supply, excess
demand, drought and increased natural gas prigeterithese circumstances, the ALJ concluded tegbitices in the Pacific Northwest
markets were not unreasonable or unjust and nadsfshould be ordered. Subsequent to the ruliegi HRC has allowed the parties to req
additional evidence. Parties have claimed thatdted amount of transactions with PSCo subjecefand is $34 million . In June 2003, the
FERC issued an order terminating the proceedinigouitordering further proceedings. Certain purctsafied appeals of the FERC's orders in
this proceeding with the U.S. Court of Appealstfae Ninth Circuit (Ninth Circuit).

In an order issued in August 2007, the Ninth Circeimanded the proceeding back to the FERC andateti that the FERC should consider
other rulings addressing overcharges in the Califoorganized markets. The Ninth Circuit deniecdttion for rehearing in April 2009, and 1
mandate was issued.

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

Notwithstanding its petition for review, in Septeent2012, the City of Seattle filed its direct cagainst PSCo and other Pacific Northw
sellers claiming refunds for the period January®@@®Bough June 2001. The City of Seattle indicéled for the period June 2000 through June
2001 PSCo had sales to the City of Seattle of qpiately $50 million . The City of Seattle did ridentify specific instances of unlawful
market activity by PSCo, but rather based its clmnrefunds on market dysfunction in the Westearkets. PSCo submitted its answering
case in December 2012.

In April 2013, the FERC issued an order on rehepfline FERC confirmed that the City of Seattle widog able to attempt to obtain refunds
back from January 2000, but reaffirmed the trargactpecific standard that the City of Seattle atiter complainants would have to comply
with to obtain refunds. In addition, the FERC régekthe imposition of any market-wide remedieshaitgh the FERC order on rehearing
established the period for which the City of Seatthuld seek refunds as January 2000 through Ji0fe 2 is unclear what claim the City of
Seattle has against PSCo prior to June 2000. Ipriteeeding, the City of Seattle does not allegeeific misconduct or tariff violations by
PSCo but instead asserts generally that the rateged by PSCo and other sellers were excessive.

A hearing in this case was held before a FERC Aldl@ncluded in October 2013. On March 28, 201d RERC ALJ issued an initial
decision which rejected all of the City of Seattlelaims against PSCo and other respondents. \84frect to the period Jan. 1, 2000 through
Dec. 24, 2000, the FERC ALJ rejected the City daitBe's assertion that any of the sales made t&€theof Seattle resulted in an excessive
burden to the City of Seattle, the applicable leggahdard for the City of Seattle’s challengesmtythis period. With respect to the period Dec.
25, 2000 through June 20, 2001, the FERC ALJ caleduhat the City of Seattle had failed to esthldicausal link between any contracts an
any claimed unlawful market activity, the standerdquired by the FERC in its remand order. The Git$eattle contested the FERC ALJ’s
initial decision by filing a brief on exceptionsttee FERC. This matter is now pending a decisiotheyFERC.
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In addition, on Feb. 17, 2015, the U.S. Court op&als of the Ninth Circuit directed parties to pending FERC proceeding to submit briefs
addressing, among other issues, the petition foewefiled by the City of Seattle seeking reviewrERC’s order on remand. Parties are
directed to address whether FERC's order propeaitighdished the scope for the hearing that conclim€ttober 2013. Respondent-
intervenors, including PSCo jointly with othersbmitted briefs on May 8, 2015. Oral argument wdsd ba June 16, 2015, and the matter is
now pending before the Ninth Circuit.

Preliminary calculations of the City of Seattlelaim for refunds from PSCo are approximately $28iom excluding interest. PSCo has
concluded that a loss is reasonably possible w#pect to this matter; however, given the surrcugndincertainties, PSCo is currently unab
estimate the amount or range of reasonably podsibtein the event of an adverse outcome of thisgemdn making this assessment, PSCo
considered two factors. First, notwithstanding P'SGiew that the City of Seattle has failed to apghly standard that the FERC has establi

in this proceeding, and the recognition that tlisecraises a novel issue and the FERC's standaroelea challenged on appeal to the Ninth
Circuit, the outcome of such an appeal cannot bdigted with any certainty. Second, PSCo would efiemake equitable arguments against
refunds even if the City of Seattle were to estdibthat it was overcharged for transactions. ¢fss lwere sustained, PSCo would attempt to
recover those losses from other PRPs. No accrsabéan recorded for this matter.

Biomass Fuel Handling Reimburseme— NSP-Minnesota has a PPA through which it proceresgy from Fibrominn, LLC (Fibrominn).
Under this agreement, NSP-Minnesota is chargedeidain costs of transporting biomass fuels that@livered to Fibrominn’s generation
facility. Fibrominn has demanded additional cestnbursement for certain transportation costs ieclisince 2007, as well as reimbursement
for similar costs in future periods. Fibrominn ofai that it is entitled to reimbursement from NSRyiMisota for past transportation costs of
approximately $20 million . NSP-Minnesota has es##d Fibrominn’s claim and based on the terms@fRA with Fibrominn and its current
understanding of the facts, NSP-Minnesota dispthiesalidity of Fibrominns claim, on the ground that, among other thingseétks to impos
contractual obligations on NSP-Minnesota that ai¢her supported by the terms nor the intent ofRR&. NSPMinnesota has concluded th:
loss is reasonably possible with respect to thiganehowever, given the surrounding uncertaintdSP-Minnesota is currently unable to
determine the amount of reasonably possible Ibssldss were sustained, NSP-Minnesota would attéonpecover these fuel-related costs in
rates. No accrual has been recorded for this matter

Nuclear Power Operations and Waste Dispo

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

In July 2011, the United States and NSP-Minnesptaeted a settlement agreement resolving both igsyguroviding an initial $100 million
payment from the United States to NSP-Minnesotd,maviding a method by which NSP-Minnesota camvec its spent fuel storage costs
through 2013, estimated to be an additional $100omi. In January 2014, the United States proppaed NSP-Minnesota accepted, an
extension to the settlement agreement which wiMaNSP-Minnesota to recover spent fuel storagésabsough 2016. The extension does no
address costs for spent fuel storage after 2018y sosts could be the subject of future litigatisnDecember 2014, NSP-Minnesota received
settlement payment of $32.8 million . NSP-Minnedwda received a total of $214.7 million of settletngroceeds as of June 30, 2013n May
15, 2015, NSP-Minnesota submitted a claim for aditamhal $13.4 million . Amounts received from timstallments, except for approved
reductions such as legal costs, will be subsequestilirned to customers through a reduction ofrutate increases or credited through anc
regulatory mechanism.

7. Borrowings and Other Financing Instruments

Short-Term Borrowings

Money Pool — Xcel Energy Inc. and its utility subsidiaries haastablished a money pool arrangement that allowsHort-term investments
in and borrowings between the utility subsidiarldSP-Wisconsin does not participate in the moneyl.pécel Energy Inc. may make

investments in the utility subsidiaries at markasdd interest rates; however, the money pool aeraagt does not allow the utility subsidiaries
to make investments in Xcel Energy Inc. The monayl palances are eliminated in consolidation.
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Commercial Paper —Xcel Energy Inc. and its utility subsidiaries m#weir short-term liquidity requirements primarilyrough the issuance of
commercial paper and borrowings under their cifeditities. Commercial paper outstanding for Xcelegy was as follows:

Three Months Ended Twelve Months Ended
(Amounts in Millions, Except Interest Rates) June 30, 2015 Dec. 31, 2014
Borrowing limit $ 2750 % 2,75(
Amount outstanding at period end 451 1,02(
Average amount outstanding 78C 841
Maximum amount outstanding 1,07z 1,20C
Weighted average interest rate, computed on a tasis 0.4&% 0.3%%
Weighted average interest rate at period end 0.4¢ 0.5¢

Letters of Credit — Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsidiaries use lettdrsredit, generally with terms of one year , topde financial guarantees
for certain operating obligations. At June 30, 2@h8 Dec. 31, 2014 , there were $67.8 million ab@.% million , respectively, of letters of
credit outstanding under the credit facilities. Toatract amounts of these letters of credit apprate their fair value and are subject to fees.

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

At June 30, 2015, Xcel Energy Inc. and its utitybsidiaries had the following committed creddiliies available:

(Millions of Dollars) Credit Facility © Drawn ® Available

Xcel Energy Inc. $ 1,000 $ 72 % 92¢

PSCo 70C 58 64z

NSP-Minnesota 50C 144 35¢€

SPS 40C 24k 15¢

NSP-Wisconsin 15C — 15C
Total $ 2,75C $ 51¢ $ 2,231

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

All credit facility bank borrowings, outstandingtiers of credit and outstanding commercial papeuce the available capacity under the
respective credit facilities. Xcel Energy Inc. dtedsubsidiaries had no direct advances on thatdeailities outstanding at June 30, 2015 and
Dec. 31, 2014 .
Long-Term Borrowings
During the six months ended June 30, 2015, Xcetdynimc. and its utility subsidiaries completed thbowing bond issuances:

* In May, PSCo issued $250 million of 2.9 percinst mortgage bonds due May 15, 2(

* In June, Xcel Energy Inc. issued $250 milliorld percent senior notes due June 1, 2017 and B2k of 3.3 percent senior notes
due June 1, 2025; and

* In June, NSP-Wisconsin issued $100 million & @ercenfirst mortgage bonds due June 15, 2
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8. Fair Value of Financial Assets and Liabilities
Fair Value Measurements

The accounting guidance for fair value measuremamdsdisclosures provides a single definition af¥alue and requires certain disclosures
about assets and liabilities measured at fair valugerarchical framework for disclosing the ohsadility of the inputs utilized in measuring
assets and liabilities at fair value is establishgdhis guidance. The three levels in the hienaiate as follows:

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

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

Level 3— Significant inputs to pricing have little or no @vgability as of the reporting date. The typesssfeds 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 generalell on cost plus accrued interest; money markesfare measured
using quoted net asset values.

Investments in equity securities and other fL— Equity securities are valued using quoted pricesctive markets. The fair values for
commingled funds, international equity funds, ptévaquity investments and real estate investmeatmaasured using net asset values, whic
take into consideration the value of underlyingdumvestments, as well as the other accrued assdtBabilities of a fund, in order to
determine a per-share market value. The investmeiceammingled funds and international equity funesy be redeemed for net asset value
with proper notice. Proper notice varies by fund aan range from daily with one or two days not@annually with 90 days notice. Private
equity investments require approval of the fundaioy unscheduled redemption, and such redemptiaysom approved or denied by the fund
at its sole discretion. Unscheduled distributiaisf real estate investments may be redeemed woghepnotice, which is typically quarterly
with 45 - 90 days notice; however, withdrawals froral estate investments may be delayed or disedwast a result of fund illiquidity. Based
on Xcel Energys evaluation of its redemption rights, fair valueasurements for private equity and real estatestments have been assigni
Level 3.

Investments in debt securiti— Fair values for debt securities are determined thyrel party pricing service using recent traded abservable
spreads from benchmark interest rates for simdausties.

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

Commodity derivatives- The methods used to measure the fair value of catitynderivative forwards and options utilize forwigsrices and
volatilities, as well as pricing adjustments foesific delivery locations, and are generally assija Level 2. When contractual settlements
extend to periods beyond those readily observabigctive exchanges or quoted by brokers, the stgmite of the use of less observable
forecasts of long-term forward prices and volagi§iton a valuation is evaluated, and may resuleirel 3 classification.

Electric commodity derivatives held by NSP-Minnesiiclude transmission congestion instruments @seti from MISO, PIJM
Interconnection, LLC, Electric Reliability Counaf Texas, SPP and New York Independent System @pegenerally referred to as financial
transmission rights (FTRs). Electric commodity datives held by SPS include FTRs purchased from EPRs purchased from a RTO are
financial instruments that entitle or obligate Hwder to monthly revenues or charges based osrtrigsion congestion across a given
transmission path. The value of an FTR is derivethf and designed to offset, the cost of energgesiion, which is caused by overall
transmission load and other transmission consgaintaddition to overall transmission load, conigesis also influenced by the operating
schedules of power plants and the consumptioneatritity pertinent to a given transmission pathplanned plant outages, scheduled plant
maintenance, changes in the relative costs of fusdsl in generation, weather and overall changdernmand for electricity can each impact the
operating schedules of the power plants on thestnission grid and the value of an FTR. The valuagimcess for FTRs utilizes complex
iterative modeling to predict the impacts of forgtea changes in these drivers of transmission systagestion on the historical pricing of
FTR purchases.
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If forecasted costs of electric transmission cotigesncrease or decrease for a given FTR pathyahge of that particular FTR instrument will
likewise increase or decrease. Given the limiteskolability of management’s forecasts for sevet#he inputs to this complex valuation
model — including expected plant operating schedai® retail and wholesale demand, fair value nteasents for FTRs have been assigned
Level 3. Non-trading monthly FTR settlements aduded in the fuel and purchased energy cost reganechanisms as applicable in each
jurisdiction, and therefore changes in the faiueadf the yet to be settled portions of most FTiRsdeferred as a regulatory asset or liabi
Given this regulatory treatment and the limited niagle of FTRs relative to the electric utility spgons of NSP-Minnesota and SPS, the
numerous unobservable quantitative inputs to tmepdex model used for valuation of FTRs are insigaifit to the consolidated financial
statements of Xcel Energy.

Non-Derivative Instruments Fair Value Measurements

The NRC requires NSP-Minnesota to maintain a plotfaf investments to fund the costs of decommisisig its nuclear generating plants.
Together with all accumulated earnings or lossesassets of the nuclear decommissioning fundegaly restricted for the purpose of
decommissioning the Monticello and Prairie IslaRt) fuclear generating plants. The fund contaist euivalents, debt securities, equity
securities and other investments — all classifeedvailable-for-sale. NSP-Minnesota plans to reshweatured securities until decommissioning
begins. NSP-Minnesota uses the MPUC approved akseation for the escrow and investment targetadset class for both the escrow and
qualified trust.

NSF-Minnesota recognizes the costs of funding the agissioning 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 decommissiofungd assets, realized and unrealized gains
on fund investments over the life of the fund agéedred as an offset of NSP-Minnesota’s regulaémset for nuclear decommissioning costs.
Consequently, any realized and unrealized gaindaasgs on securities in the nuclear decommisgjoitind, including any other-than-
temporary impairments, are deferred as a compafehe regulatory asset for nuclear decommissianing

Unrealized gains for the nuclear decommissionimgifwere $335.3 million and $312.1 million at Ju®e 2015 and Dec. 31, 2014 ,
respectively, and unrealized losses and amountsded as other-than-temporary impairments wered3illlion and $74.1 million at June 30,
2015 and Dec. 31, 2014 , respectively.

The following tables present the cost and fair galfiXcel Energy’s non-derivative instruments wigieurring fair value measurements in the
nuclear decommissioning fund at June 30, 2015 & B1, 2014 :

June 30, 2015

Fair Value
(Thousands of Dollars) Cost Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Total
Nuclear decommissioning fund®
Cash equivalents $ 12,44¢ $ 12,44¢ $ — 3 — 3 12,44¢
Commingled funds 451,39¢ — 499,78 — 499,78
International equity funds 123,12: — 121,50: — 121,50:
Private equity investments 95,06" — — 133,99: 133,99:
Real estate 49,36¢ — — 70,83« 70,83«
Debt securities:
Government securities 24,40¢ — 22,18 — 22,18
U.S. corporate bonds 69,19 — 66,09¢ — 66,09¢
International corporate bonds 16,50¢ — 16,29 — 16,29
Municipal bonds 209,10: — 210,89¢ — 210,89¢
Asset-backed securities 2,831 — 2,851 — 2,851
Mortgage-backed securities 12,03¢ — 12,21¢ — 12,21¢
Equity securities:
Common stock 382,75! 583,03: — — 583,03:
Total $ 1,448,23' $ 59547 $ 951,82! $ 204,82° $ 1,752,12

@  Reported in nuclear decommissioning fund and dthesstments on the consolidated balance sheethveltso includes $81.0 million of equity investmeintsinconsolidated
subsidiaries and $47.0 million of miscellaneousestments.
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Dec. 31, 2014
Fair Value
(Thousands of Dollars) Cost Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Total
Nuclear decommissioning fund®
Cash equivalents $ 24,18 $ 24,18 $ — — 24,18«
Commingled funds 470,01 — 465,61! — 465,61!
International equity funds 80,45 — 78,72: — 78,72:
Private equity investments 73,93¢ — — 101,23 101,23
Real estate 43,85¢ — — 64,24¢ 64,24¢
Debt securities:
Government securities 30,67+ — 28,80¢ — 28,80¢
U.S. corporate bonds 81,46 — 77,56: — 77,56:
International corporate bonds 16,95( — 16,34: — 16,34:
Municipal bonds 242,28. — 249,20: — 249,20:
Asset-backed securities 9,131 — 9,25( — 9,25(
Mortgage-backed securities 23,22¢ — 23,89 — 23,89
Equity securities:
Common stock 369,75: 564,85¢ — — 564,85¢
Total $ 1,46592. $ 589,04: $ 949,39 $ 165,48¢ $ 1,703,92

@  Reported in nuclear decommissioning fund and dthesstments on the consolidated balance sheethvetigo includes $83.1 million of equity investmeintsinconsolidated
subsidiaries and $45.6 million of miscellaneousestments.

The following tables present the changes in Levali@ear decommissioning fund investments for kined and six months ended June 30,

2015 and 2014 :

Gains Recognize(
as

Regulatory
(Thousands of Dollars) April 1, 2015 Purchases Settlements Assets® June 30, 2015
Private equity investments $ 113,61¢ $ 8,74¢ % — 3 11,628 $ 133,99:
Real estate 67,77 4,271 (1,247 3C 70,83¢
Total $ 181,39 $ 13,02 $ 1,240 $ 11,65 $ 204,82
Gains Recognize(
as
(Thousands of Dollars) April 1, 2014 Purchases Settlements Regulat(g)ry Asset June 30, 2014
Private equity investments $ 73,80. $ 2,18 % — 3 513t % 81,12:
Real estate 62,95« 197 — 2,507 65,65¢
Total $ 136,75¢ $ 2,381 $ —  $ 7,645 $ 146,78
Gains Recognize(
as
Regulatory
(Thousands of Dollars) Jan. 1, 2015 Purchases Settlements Assets® June 30, 2015
Private equity investments $ 101,23° $ 21,13: % — % 11,62 $ 133,99:
Real estate 64,24 8,13 (2,627) 1,07t 70,83«
Total $ 165,48t $ 29,26: $ (2,627) $ 12,70 $ 204,82°
Gains Recognize(
as
(Thousands of Dollars) Jan. 1, 2014 Purchases Settlements Regulat(gry Asset June 30, 2014
Private equity investments $ 62,69¢ $ 10,95 $ — % 747¢  $ 81,12!
Real estate 57,36¢ 3,85¢ — 4,43¢ 65,65¢
Total $ 120,06: $ 14,80¢ $ — % 11,90¢ $  146,78:




@ Gains are deferred as a component of the regulasssts for nuclear decommission
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The following table summarizes the final contrattaaturity dates of the debt securities in the esacldecommissioning fund, by asset class,
June 30, 2015 :

Final Contractual Maturity

Due in 1 Year Dueinlto5 Due in 5to 10 Due after 10

(Thousands of Dollars) or Less Years Years Years Total
Government securities $ — % — % — % 22,18: $ 22,18
U.S. corporate bonds — 14,68¢ 54,00¢ (2,599 66,09¢
International corporate bonds — 3,951 11,32t 1,01¢ 16,29
Municipal bonds 361 32,42% 41,31 136,79 210,89¢
Asset-backed securities — — 2,851 — 2,851
Mortgage-backed securities — — — 12,21¢ 12,21¢

Debt securities $ 361 $ 51,06: $ 109,49: $ 169,62: $ 330,54

Derivative Instruments Fair Value Measuremen

Xcel Energy enters into derivative instruments|uding forward contracts, futures, swaps and optidor trading purposes and to manage ris}
in connection with changes in interest rates,tytdommaodity prices and vehicle fuel prices.

Interest Rate Derivative— Xcel Energy enters into various instruments thégatively fix the interest payments on certain flng rate debt
obligations or effectively fix the yield or price@ specified benchmark interest rate for an gdteid debt issuance for a specific period. The:s
derivative instruments are generally designatethah flow hedges for accounting purposes.

At June 30, 2015, accumulated other comprehetssses related to interest rate derivatives inaubi®4 million of net losses expected to be
reclassified into earnings during the next 12 merath the related hedged interest rate transadtigpesct earnings, including forecasted
amounts for any unsettled hedges, as applicable.

Wholesale and Commodity Trading Risk ¢cel Energy Inc.’s utility subsidiaries conduct iars wholesale and commodity trading activities
including the purchase and sale of electric capaeitergy and energy-related instruments. Xcel g&rigrrisk management policy allows
management to conduct these activities within diide and limitations as approved by its risk mamgnt committee, which is made up of
management personnel not directly involved in tttevdies governed by this policy.

Commodity Derivatives —Xcel Energy enters into derivative instruments nage variability of future cash flows from changesommodit,
prices in its electric and natural gas operatiassyell as for trading purposes. This could incltidepurchase or sale of energy or energy-
related products, natural gas to generate elemtiecgy, natural gas for resale, FTRs, vehiclednel weather derivatives.

At June 30, 2015, Xcel Energy had various veHiad contracts designated as cash flow hedges @ixtgthrough December 2016. Xcel
Energy also enters into derivative instruments thi¢éigate commaodity price risk on behalf of electaind natural gas customers but are not
designated as qualifying hedging transactions. Gésum the fair value of non-trading commodity dative instruments are recorded in other
comprehensive income or deferred as a regulatast as liability. The classification as a regulgtasset or liability is based on commission
approved regulatory recovery mechanisms. Xcel Bnexgorded immaterial amounts to income relatethi¢aneffectiveness of cash flow
hedges for the three and six months ended Juriz036,and 2014 .

At June 30, 2015, net losses related to commalditivative cash flow hedges recorded as a compariextcumulated other comprehensive
losses included $0.1 million of net losses expetidak reclassified into earnings during the néxirfonths as the hedged transactions occur.

Additionally, Xcel Energy enters into commodity tkative instruments for trading purposes not disectlated to commodity price risks

associated with serving its electric and naturalgstomers. Changes in the fair value of theseramifity derivatives are recorded in electric
operating revenues, net of amounts credited tomests under margin-sharing mechanisms.
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The following table details the gross notional amtswf commaodity forwards, options and FTRs at BMe2015 and Dec. 31, 2014 :

(Amounts in Thousands)®® June 30, 2015 Dec. 31, 2014

Megawatt hours of electricity 97,45¢ 56,36
Million British thermal units of natural gas 7,95¢ 927
Gallons of vehicle fuel 211 282

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

The following tables detail the impact of derivatiactivity during the three and six months endew R0, 2015 and 2014, on accumulated
other comprehensive loss, regulatory assets abititiss, and income:

Three Months Ended June 30, 2015

Pre-Tax Fair Value Gains (Losses) Pre-Tax (Gains) Losses Reclassified into
Recognized During the Period in: Income During the Period from: Pre-Tax Gains
Regulatory Regulatory Recognized
Accumulated Other (Assets) and Accumulated Other Assets and During the Period in
(Thousands of Dollars) Comprehensive Loss Liabilities Comprehensive Loss (Liabilities) Income
Derivatives designated as cash
flow hedges
Interest rate $ — % — % 954 @ ¢ — $ —
Vehicle fuel and other
commodity 29 — 28 ® — —
Total $ 29 $ = $ 982 $ = $ =
Other derivative instruments
Commodity trading $ — $ — $ = $ — $ 4,401 ©
Electric commodity — (4,737 — (8,037 @ —
Natural gas commodity — (232 — (22) @ —
Total $ — 3 (4969 $ — $ 8059 % 4,401
Six Months Ended June 30, 2015
Pre-Tax Fair Value Gains (Losses) Pre-Tax (Gains) Losses Reclassified into
Recognized During the Period in: Income During the Period from: Pre-Tax Gains
Regulatory Regulatory Recognized
Accumulated Other (Assets) and Accumulated Other Assets and During the Period in
(Thousands of Dollars) Comprehensive Loss Liabilities Comprehensive Loss (Liabilities) Income
Derivatives designated as cash
flow hedges
Interest rate $ — $ — $ 1,89¢ @ ¢ — $ —
Vehicle fuel and other
commodity 11 — 55 ® — —
Total $ 11 $ = $ 1,94¢ $ — $ =
Other derivative instruments
Commodity trading $ — $ — $ — $ — $ 8,281 ©
Electric commodity — (14,20¢) — (13,16( @ —
Natural gas commodity — (44¢) — (8,852 © 8,991 ©
Total $ — $ (14,65¢) $ — $ (22,019 $ 17,27:
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Three Months Ended June 30, 2014

Pre-Tax Fair Value Gains (Losses) Pre-Tax (Gains) Losses Reclassified into
Recognized During the Period in: Income During the Period from: Pre-Tax Gains
Regulatory Regulatory (Losses) Recognized
Accumulated Other (Assets) and Accumulated Other Assets and During the Period in
(Thousands of Dollars) Comprehensive Loss Liabilities Comprehensive Loss (Liabilities) Income
Derivatives designated as cash
flow hedges
Interest rate $ — $ — $ 95¢ @ — $ —
Vehicle fuel and other
commodity 25 — a7 ® — —
Total $ 25 $ = $ 93¢ $ = $ —
Other derivative instruments
Commodity trading $ — $ — $ — $ — $ 5,17¢ ©
Electric commodity — (17,379 — (4,574 @ —
Natural gas commodity — (2,449 — — (65) @
Other commodity — — — — 64z ©
Total $ — $ (29,829 $ = $ (4,574 $ 5,75¢
Six Months Ended June 30, 2014
Pre-Tax Fair Value Gains (Losses) Pre-Tax (Gains) Losses Reclassified into
Recognized During the Period in: Income During the Period from: Pre-Tax Gains
Regulatory Regulatory (Losses) Recognized
Accumulated Other (Assets) and Accumulated Other Assets and During the Period in
(Thousands of Dollars) Comprehensive Loss Liabilities Comprehensive Loss (Liabilities) Income
Derivatives designated as cash
flow hedges
Interest rate $ — $ — $ 1,90 @ § — $ —
Vehicle fuel and other
commodity 14 — (45) ® — —
Total $ 14 $ = $ 1,857 $ — $ —
Other derivative instruments
Commodity trading $ — $ — $ — $ — $ 2,92; ©
Electric commodity — (13,849 — (25,270 @ —
Natural gas commodity — 16,05¢ — (18,84() © (5,367 ©
Other commodity — — — — 64z ©
Total $ = $ 2,20¢ $ = $ (44,110 $ (2,802

@ Amounts are recorded to interest chat

®)  Amounts are recorded to O&M expen:

©  Amounts are recorded to electric operating reveriesions of these gains and losses are subjetiating with electric customers through marginksigemechanisms and
deducted from gross revenue, as appropriate.

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

©  Amounts for the three and six months ended Jun@@®IH and six months ended 2014 included immatseitlement losses on derivatives entered to mitigatural gas
price risk for electric generation, recorded tatle fuel and purchased power, subject to costwrery mechanisms and reclassified to a regulatssgtaas appropriate. The
remaining derivative settlement gains and lossethfothree and six months ended June 30, 201Siamdonths ended 2014 relate to natural gas opesatind are recorded
to cost of natural gas sold and transported. Thase and losses are subject to cost-recovery mistha and reclassified out of income to a regueaasset or liability, as
appropriate.

Xcel Energy had no derivative instruments desighatefair value hedges during the three and sixthnsoended June 30, 2015 and 2014 .
Therefore, no gains or losses from fair value hedgeaelated hedged transactions were recognizetiése periods.

Consideration of Credit Risk and Concentrations Xeel Energy continuously monitors the creditwortga of the counterparties to its inte
rate derivatives and commodity derivative contrgcisr to settlement, and assesses each countggpaloility to perform on the transactions
set forth in the contracts. Given this assessnaanivell as an assessment of the impact of Xcelggtseeown credit risk when determining the
fair value of derivative liabilities, the impact obnsidering credit risk was immaterial to the faitue of unsettled commaodity derivatives
presented in the consolidated balance sheets.



Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsidiaries employ addil credit risk control mechanisms when approgrigtich as letters of credit, parental
guarantees, standardized master netting agreemahtermination provisions that allow for offsegfiof positive and negative exposures.
Credit exposure is monitored and, when necesdagyadtivity with a specific counterparty is limitadtil credit enhancement is provided.
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Xcel Energy’s utility subsidiaries’ most signifidcatoncentrations of credit risk with particulariies or industries are contracts with
counterparties to their wholesale, trading and nading commodity and transmission activities. émé 30, 2015, four of Xcel Energy’s 10
most significant counterparties for these actisitieomprising $44.6 million or 18 percent of thisdit exposure, had investment grade credit
ratings from Standard & Poor’s Ratings Servicesptos Investor Services or Fitch Ratings. The remmagj six significant counterparties,
comprising $71.5 million or 28 percent of this dtezkposure, were not rated by these agencieddndd on Xcel Energy’s internal analysis,
had credit quality consistent with investment gratle10 of these significant counterparties are RTOs, mpal®r cooperative electric entiti
or other utilities.

Credit Related Contingent Features —Contract provisions for derivative instruments ttiet utility subsidiaries enter, including those
recorded to the consolidated balance sheet atdaie, as well as those accounted for as normahaise-normal sale contracts and therefore
not reflected on the balance sheet, may requirealkting of collateral or settlement of the contisdor various reasons, including if the
applicable utility subsidiary is unable to maintémcredit ratings. At June 30, 2015 and Dec.2B1L4, there were nderivative instruments in
liability position that would have required the pog of collateral or settlement of applicable datgling contracts if the credit ratings of Xcel
Energy Inc.’s utility subsidiaries were downgradadow investment grade.

Certain derivative instruments are also subjecbiaract provisions that contain adequate assurelnoses. These provisions allow
counterparties to seek performance assurancedingleash collateral, in the event that a givelityigubsidiary’s ability to fulfill its
contractual obligations is reasonably expectecetnipaired. Xcel Energy had no collateral postéakteed to adequate assurance clauses in
derivative contracts as of June 30, 2015 and Dec2@14 .

Recurring Fair Value Measurement— The following table presents for each of the failue hierarchy levels, Xcel Energyderivative asse
and liabilities measured at fair value on a recgrihasis at June 30, 2015 :

June 30, 2015

Fair value Fair Value Counterparty
(Thousands of Dollars) Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Total Netting ® Total
Current derivative assets
Other derivative instruments:
Commodity trading $ — $ 1159 $ 7927 $ 19,52: $ (6,849 $ 12,67«
Electric commodity — — 51,35¢ 51,35¢ (20,600 40,75
Natural gas commodity — 25% — 258 (16€) 87
Total current derivative assets $ — % 11,84¢ $ 59,28: $ 71,13.  $ (17,61%H 53,51¢
PPAs® 10,08
Current derivative instruments $ 63,60:
Noncurrent derivative assets
Other derivative instruments:
Commodity trading $ — $ 23770 % — % 23,77:  $ (5,509 $ 18,26¢
Total noncurrent derivative assets $ —  $ 23,770 3 — 3 23,77 $ (5,509 18,26¢
PPAs® 35,03¢
Noncurrent derivative instruments $ 53,30¢
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June 30, 2015

Fair value Fair Value Counterparty
(Thousands of Dollars) Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Total Netting ©® Total
Current derivative liabilities
Derivatives designated as cash flow hedges:
Vehicle fuel and other commodity $ — 3 106 $ — 106 $ — 3 10€
Other derivative instruments:
Commodity trading — 8,33¢ 1,85¢ 10,19: (7,097 3,09¢
Electric commodity — — 10,60( 10,60( (20,600 —
Natural gas commodity — 49(C — 49C (16€) 324
Other commodity — 45( — 45C — 45C
Total current derivative liabilities $ — % 9,38 $ 12,458 $ 21,83¢ $ (17,869 3,97¢
PPAs® 22,86¢
Current derivative instruments $ 26,84¢
Noncurrent derivative liabilities
Derivatives designated as cash flow hedges:
Vehicle fuel and other commodity $ —  $ 49 $ — 3 49 $ —  $ 49
Other derivative instruments:
Commodity trading — 13,85: — 13,85: (11,737 2,12z
Other commodity — 26 — 26 — 26
Total noncurrent derivative liabilities $ —  $ 1392¢ $ — 3 13,92¢ $ (11,73) 2,197
PPAs® 169,49:
Noncurrent derivative instruments $ 171,69

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

®  Xcel Energy nets derivative instruments and relattteral in its consolidated balance sheet whported by a legally enforceable master nettijrgeanent, and all
derivative instruments and related collateral anwrere subject to master netting agreements at3on2015 . At June 30, 2015 , derivative assetdiabilities include no
obligations to return cash collateral and the sghtreclaim cash collateral of $6.5 million . T¢wunterparty netting amounts presented excludesetht receivables and
payables and non-derivative amounts that may bjestuo the same master netting agreements.

The following table presents for each of the falue hierarchy levels, Xcel Energy’s derivativeedssand liabilities measured at fair value on
recurring basis at Dec. 31, 2014 :

Dec. 31, 2014
Fair value Fair Value Counterparty
(Thousands of Dollars) Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Total Netting ®© Total
Current derivative assets
Other derivative instruments:
Commodity trading $ — $ 1432¢ $ 4,73 $ 19,05¢ $ (3,240 $ 15,81¢
Electric commodity — — 62,82t 62,82t (11,409 51,42:
Natural gas commodity — 381 — 381 (22 35¢
Total current derivative assets $ — % 14,707 $ 67,557 $ 82,26 $ (14,669 67,60(
PPAS® 18,12:
Current derivative instruments $ 85,72:
Noncurrent derivative assets
Other derivative instruments:
Commodity trading $ — $ 17617 % — % 17617 $ (4,15 $ 13,46¢
Total noncurrent derivative assets $ — $ 17610 % —  $ 17617 $ (4,157 13,46¢
PPAs® 40,30¢

Noncurrent derivative instruments $ 53,77
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Dec. 31, 2014
Fair value Fair Value Counterparty
(Thousands of Dollars) Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Total Netting © Total
Current derivative liabilities
Derivatives designated as cash flow hedges:
Vehicle fuel and other commodity $ — 3 11€ ¢ — 11€  $ — 3 11€
Other derivative instruments:
Commodity trading — 7,974 — 7,974 (7,974 —
Electric commodity — — 11,40: 11,40: (11,409 —
Natural gas commodity — 54¢ — 54¢ (21 527
Total current derivative liabilities $ — % 8,64( $ 11,40: $ 20,04: $ (29,397 64E
PPAs® 20,98’
Current derivative instruments $ 21,63:
Noncurrent derivative liabilities
Derivatives designated as cash flow hedges:
Vehicle fuel and other commodity $ — 3 102 % — 9 102 % — 3 10z
Other derivative instruments:
Commodity trading — 6,89( — 6,89( (6,039 857
Natural gas commodity — 35 — 35 — 35
Total noncurrent derivative liabilities $ — 3 7,021 $ — 3 7,021 $ (6,039 994
PPAs® 182,94.
Noncurrent derivative instruments $ 183,93

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

®  Xcel Energy nets derivative instruments and relatgtteral in its consolidated balance sheet whaported by a legally enforceable master nettgrgeanent, and all
derivative instruments and related collateral ant®urere subject to master netting agreements at¥31e@014 . At Dec. 31, 2014 , derivative assetsliabilities include no
obligations to return cash collateral and rightsetdaim cash collateral of $6.6 million . The ctarparty netting amounts presented exclude settlereeeivables and
payables and non-derivative amounts that may becttio the same master netting agreements.

The following table presents the changes in Levadi®@modity derivatives for the three and six morghded June 30, 2015 and 2014 :

Three Months Ended June 30

(Thousands of Dollars) 2015 2014
Balance at April 1 $ 17,42¢ $ 24,21
Purchases 57,44¢ 120,10°
Settlements (17,319 (33,610
Net transactions recorded during the period:
Gains recognized in earnin@s 1,22( 6,43¢
(Losses) recognized as regulatory assets anditieil (11,959 (11,759

Balance at June 30 $ 46,827 $ 105,39




Six Months Ended June 30

(Thousands of Dollars) 2015 2014
Balance at Jan. 1 $ 56,15¢ $ 41,66(
Purchases 63,23¢ 121,16«
Settlements (37,24¢) (87,419
Net transactions recorded during the period:
Gains recognized in earnings 1,28( 7,437
(Losses) gains recognized as regulatory assetbadnilities (36,600 22,55:
Balance at June 30 $ 46,827 $ 105,39

®  These amounts relate to commodity derivatives aettle end of the peric
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Xcel Energy recognizes transfers between levetd e beginning of each period. There were nosfiens of amounts between levels for
derivative instruments for the three and six momthded June 30, 2015 and 2014.

Fair Value of Long-Term Debt

As of June 30, 2015 and Dec. 31, 2014 , other &immstruments for which the carrying amount dat equal fair value were as follows:

June 30, 2015 Dec. 31, 2014
Carrying Carrying
(Thousands of Dollars) Amount Fair Value Amount Fair Value
Long-term debt, including current portion $ 12,603,488 $ 13,585,71 $ 11,757,36 $ 13,360,23

The fair value of Xcel Energy’s long-term debt stimated based on recent trades and observablkedspirom benchmark interest rates for
similar securities. The fair value estimates argedeon information available to management asmé 30, 2015 and Dec. 31, 2014 , and giver
the observability of the inputs to these estimates fair values presented for long-term debt Haen assigned a Level 2.

9. Other Income, Ne!

Other income, net consisted of the following:

Three Months Ended June 30 Six Months Ended June 30
(Thousands of Dollars) 2015 2014 2015 2014
Interest income $ 38¢ % 1,29: $ 4627 $ 5,18¢
Other nonoperating income 794 1,29: 1,76 2,39¢
Insurance policy expense (222) (2,43%) (2,267) (4,24¢)
Other nonoperating expense — (65) — (52)
Other income, net $ 961 $ 82 $ 4,12: $ 3,28¢

10. Segment Informatior

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

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

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

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

* Revenues from operating segments not includesieahre below the necessary quantitative threslasidsare therefore included in the
all other category. Those primarily include ste@wenue, appliance repair services, nonutility esshte activities, revenues associi
with processing solid waste into refuse-derived &mel investments in rental housing projects thelify for low-income housing tax
credits.

Xcel Energy had equity investments in unconsolidatigbsidiaries of $81.0 million and $83.1 millionaf June 30, 2015 and Dec. 31, 2014 ,
respectively, included in the regulated natural iy segment.
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Asset and capital expenditure information is nawvted for Xcel Energy reportable segments because as an integratédoeten natural ge
utility, Xcel Energy operates significant assets tre not dedicated to a specific business segmmdtreporting assets and capital expendi

required for the operation of the business segnmntsstand-alone basis.

To report income from operations for regulated teleand regulated natural gas utility segments,rttajority of costs are directly assigned to
each segment. However, some costs, such as comepogcthtion, common operating and maintenance (O&kpenses and interest expense
are allocated based on cost causation allocatogengral allocator is used for certain generaladinistrative expenses, including office
supplies, rent, property insurance and generalriivey.

Regulated Regulated Reconciling Consolidated
(Thousands of Dollars) Electric Natural Gas All Other Eliminations Total
Three Months Ended June 30, 2015
Operating revenues from external customers 2,213,46! $ 284,13 % 17,54: $ — $ 2,515,13
Intersegment revenues 42C 172 — (592 —
Total revenues 2,213,88! $ 284,30 $ 17,54: $ (592 $ 2,515,13
Net income (loss) 214,95! $ (6,887 $ (11,14) $ — 196,93:
Regulated Regulated Reconciling Consolidated
(Thousands of Dollars) Electric Natural Gas All Other Eliminations Total
Three Months Ended June 30, 2014
Operating revenues from external customers 2,297,63! $ 369,12° $ 18,33. $ — $ 2,685,09
Intersegment revenues 437 1,11¢ — (1,555 —
Total revenues 2,298,07! $ 370,24! % 18,33 $ (1,555 $ 2,685,09
Net income (loss) 185,67 $ 15,297 $ (5,810) $ — 3 195,16«
Regulated Regulated Reconciling Consolidated
(Thousands of Dollars) Electric Natural Gas All Other Eliminations Total
Six Months Ended June 30, 2015
Operating revenues from external customers 4,438,32. $ 1,000,12 $ 38,90: $ — $ 5,477,35
Intersegment revenues 75C 84¢ — (1,599 —
Total revenues 4,439,07. $ 1,000,97 $ 38,90: $ (1,59¢) $ 5,477,35:
Net income (loss) 29597t @ ¢ 76,790 $ (23,779 $ — $ 348,99
Regulated Regulated Reconciling Consolidated
(Thousands of Dollars) Electric Natural Gas All Other Eliminations Total
Six Months Ended June 30, 2014
Operating revenues from external customers 4,599,34; $ 1,24881 $ 39,537 $ — $ 5,887,70i
Intersegment revenues 79C 4,37( — (5,160 —
Total revenues 4,600,13! $ 1,253,18! $ 39,537 $ (5,160 $ 5,887,70i
Net income (loss) 371,11( $ 92,63: $ (7,35¢) $ — $ 456,38

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

11. Earnings Per Share

Basic earnings per share (EPS) was computed bglidiythe earnings available to Xcel Energy Incdsmmon shareholders by the weighted
average number of common shares outstanding dtivengeriod. Diluted EPS was computed by dividing élarnings available to Xcel Energy
Inc.’s common shareholders by the diluted weiglateerage number of common shares outstanding dthengeriod. Diluted EPS reflects the
potential dilution that could occur if securitiesather agreements to issue common stock (i.e.nuamstock equivalents) were settled. The
weighted average number of potentially dilutiverslsaoutstanding used to calculate Xcel Energy driluted EPS is calculated using the
treasury stock method.

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

Common stock equivalents causing dilutive impadER$ include commitments to issue common stockee ko time based equity
compensation awards and time based employer mgtchintributions to certain 401(k) plan participants
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Stock equivalent units granted to Xcel Energy lm8bard of Directors are included in common shargstanding upon grant date as there is
no further service, performance or market condiiesociated with these awards. Restricted stoekteg to settle amounts due to certain
employees under the Xcel Energy Inc. Executive Ahicentive Award Plan, is included in common sisasutstanding when granted.

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

» Equity awards subject to a performance conditiociuded in common shares outstanding when aiéssary conditions for settlement
have been satisfied by the end of the reportingpger
» Liability awards subject to a performance coiodit any portions settled in shares are includecbimmon shares outstanding upon

settlement.

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

Three Months Ended June 30, 2015

Three Months Ended June 30, 2014

Per Share Per Share
(Amounts in thousands, except per share data) Income Shares Amount Income Shares Amount
Net income $ 196,93: — — 195,16: — —
Basic EPS:
Earnings available to common shareholders 196,93: 507,700 $ 0.3¢ 195,16« 503,27: $ 0.3¢

Effect of dilutive securities:
Time based equity awards

— 367 —

Diluted EPS:

Earnings available to common shareholders $

196,93: 508,07 ¢ 0.3¢

Six Months Ended June 30, 2015

— 184 —

195,16- 503,45t ¢ 0.3¢

Six Months Ended June 30, 2014

Per Share Per Share

(Amounts in thousands, except per share data) Income Shares Amount Income Shares Amount
Net income $ 348,99 — — 456,38! — —
Basic EPS:
Earnings available to common shareholders 348,99 507,35¢ $ 0.6¢ 456,38! 501,40t $ 0.91
Effect of dilutive securities:

Time based equity awards — 38¢€ — — 204 —
Diluted EPS:
Earnings available to common shareholders $ 348,99 507,74 § 0.6¢ 456,38 501,61 g 0.91

12. Benefit Plans and Other Postretirement Benefil

Components of Net Periodic Benefit Cost (Credit)

(Thousands of Dollars)

Three Months Ended June 30

2015 2014

2015 2014

Pension Benefits

Postretirement Health
Care Benefits

Service cost
Interest cost
Expected return on plan assets
Amortization of prior service credit
Amortization of net loss
Net periodic benefit cost (credit)
Costs not recognized due to the effects of reguriati

Net benefit cost (credit) recognized for finaneigborting

$ 2482 $ 22,08 $ 52¢ $ 864
37,13 39,15¢ 6,32¢ 8,507
(53,477) (51,80:) (6,650) (8,48%)

(451) (43€) (2,671 (2,672

31,28¢ 29,19( 1,351 2,93t
39,32+ 38,19: (1,117 1,14¢
(7,529) (6,602) — —

31,800 $  31,58¢ $ (1,117 $ 1,14¢
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(Thousands of Dollars)

Six Months Ended June 30

2015 2014 2015

2014

Postretirement Health

Pension Benefits

Care Benefits

Service cost
Interest cost
Expected return on plan assets
Amortization of prior service credit
Amortization of net loss
Net periodic benefit cost (credit)
Costs not recognized due to the effects of reguiati

Net benefit cost (credit) recognized for finaneigborting

$  4965¢ $  4417: $ 1,05¢ $ 1,72¢
74,26 78,31( 12,64¢ 17,01«
(106,94) (103,60;) (13,300) (16,97
(902) (879) (5,349 (5,344)
62,57¢ 58,38 2,70z 5,87(
78,64’ 76,38 (2,235 2,297
(15,019 (13,656) — —
$ 63620 $ 62,730 $ (2,239 $ 2,297

In January 2015, contributions of $90.0 million enade across four of Xcel Energy’s pension plxns| Energy does not expect additional

pension contributions during 2015.

13. Other Comprehensive Incom:

Changes in accumulated other comprehensive (lnsgjrie, net of tax, for the three and six monthsdrdine 30, 2015 and 2014 were as

follows:

Three Months Ended June 30, 2015

Defined Benefit

Gains and Losses Unrealized Gains Pension and
on Cash Flow on Marketable Postretirement
(Thousands of Dollars) Hedges Securities Items Total
Accumulated other comprehensive (loss) income ail Ap $ (57,059 $ 111 $ (49,74) $ (106,68
Other comprehensive income before reclassifications 18 1 — 19
Losses reclassified from net accumulated other cehgmsive loss 60C — 88:¢ 1,48
Net current period other comprehensive income 61¢ 1 88:¢ 1,50z
Accumulated other comprehensive (loss) income rae 30 $§ (56430 $ 112 $ (48,86) $ (105,18
Three Months Ended June 30, 2014
Defined Benefit
Gains and Losses Unrealized Gains Pension and
on Cash Flow on Marketable Postretirement
(Thousands of Dollars) Hedges Securities Iltems Total
Accumulated other comprehensive (loss) income ail Ap $ (59,200 $ 115 $ (45,73 $ (104,82
Other comprehensive income before reclassifications 16 — — 1€
Losses reclassified from net accumulated other cehgmsive loss 574 — 864 1,43¢
Net current period other comprehensive income 59C — 864 1,45¢
Accumulated other comprehensive (loss) income raé 30 $ (58,610 $ 118 $ (44,87) $ (103,360
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Six Months Ended June 30, 2015

Unrealized Gains

Defined Benefit

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

Accumulated other comprehensive (loss) incomeratla $ (57,629 $ 11C % (50,627)) $ (108,139
Other comprehensive income before reclassifications 7 2 — 9
Losses reclassified from net accumulated other cehgmsive loss 1,18¢ — 1,75¢ 2,94¢
Net current period other comprehensive income 1,192 2 1,75¢ 2,95¢
Accumulated other comprehensive (loss) income ¢ B0 $ (56,43¢) $ 11z $ (48,867 $ (105,180

Six Months Ended June 30, 2014

Unrealized Gains

Defined Benefit

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

Accumulated other comprehensive (loss) incomeratla $ (59,759 $ 77 % (46,599 $ (106,279
Other comprehensive income before reclassifications 8 38 — 4€
Losses reclassified from net accumulated other cehgmsive loss 1,13¢ — 1,72¢ 2,86°
Net current period other comprehensive income 1,14z 38 1,72¢ 2,90¢
Accumulated other comprehensive (loss) income rae: 30 $ (58,610 $ 118§ (44,87) $ (103,360

Reclassifications from accumulated other comprekierisss for the three and six months ended Jun2@Ib and 2014 were as follows:

(Thousands of Dollars)

Amounts Reclassified from Accumulated
Other Comprehensive Loss

Three Months Ended
June 30, 2015

Three Months Ended
June 30, 2014

(Gains) losses on cash flow hedges:
Interest rate derivatives
Vehicle fuel derivatives
Total, pre-tax
Tax benefit
Total, net of tax
Defined benefit pension and postretirement (gdosges:
Amortization of net loss
Prior service credit
Total, pre-tax
Tax benefit
Total, net of tax

Total amounts reclassified, net of tax
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$ 954 @ § 95¢ @
2g () (17) ®
982 93¢
(382) (365)
60C 574
1,53 © 1,50 ©
(89) © (86) ©
1,441 1,41¢
(561) (550)
88z 864
$ 1,48:  $ 1,43¢
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Amounts Reclassified from Accumulated
Other Comprehensive Loss

Six Months Ended June Six Months Ended June

(Thousands of Dollars) 30, 2015 30, 2014
(Gains) losses on cash flow hedges:
Interest rate derivatives $ 1,89¢ @ ¢ 1,90 @
Vehicle fuel derivatives 55 ® (45) ®
Total, pre-tax 1,94¢ 1,857
Tax benefit (764) (722)
Total, net of tax 1,18¢ 1,13t
Defined benefit pension and postretirement (gdosges:
Amortization of net loss 3,06¢ © 2,99¢ ©
Prior service (credit) cost ave © (a72) ©
Total, pre-tax 2,88¢ 2,82
Tax benefit (1,130 (1,099
Total, net of tax 1,75¢ 1,72¢
Total amounts reclassified, net of tax $ 2,94« $ 2,86:

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

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

The following discussion and analysis by 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 maitapalct in the future. It should be read in
conjunction with the accompanying unaudited conlsaéd financial statements and the related notesrtsolidated financial statements. Due
to the seasonality of Xcel Energy’s operating rssyjuarterly financial results are not an appatprbase from which to project annual results

Forward-Looking Statements

Except for the historical statements containedhis teport, the matters discussed in the followdisgussion and analysis are forward-looking
statements that are subject to certain risks, taiogies and assumptions. Such forward-lookingestents, including the 2015 earnings per
share guidance and assumptions, are intendeditiebified in this document by the words “anticipdt‘believe,” “estimate,” “expect,”
“intend,” “may,” “objective,” “outlook,” “plan,” “project,” “possible,” “potential,” “should” and sitair expressions. Actual results may vary
materially. Forwardeoking statements speak only as of the date theeynade, and we do not undertake any obligatiaptiate them to refle
changes that occur after that date. Factors thdd aause actual results to differ materially imdubut are not limited to: general economic
conditions, including inflation rates, monetarydiuations and their impact on capital expenditames the ability of Xcel Energy Inc. and its
subsidiaries to obtain financing on favorable termssiness conditions in the energy industry, iditlg the risk of a slow down in the U.S.
economy or delay in growth recovery; trade, fistatation and environmental policies in areas wh@e Energy has a financial interest;
customer business conditions; actions of credingaigencies; competitive factors, including theeakand timing of the entry of additional
competition in the markets served by Xcel Energy &nd its subsidiaries; unusual weather; effettgopolitical events, including war and
acts of terrorism; cyber security threats and dataurity breaches; state, federal and foreignlegis and regulatory initiatives that affect cost
and investment recovery, have an impact on ratbs\eg an impact on asset operation or ownershippose environmental compliance
conditions; structures that affect the speed amggedeto which competition enters the electric aahral gas markets; costs and other effects c
legal and administrative proceedings, settlemémigstigations and claims; actions by regulatorgliee impacting our nuclear operations,
including those affecting costs, operations orapproval of requests pending before the NRC; firsdme regulatory accounting policies
imposed by regulatory bodies; availability or cotapital; employee work force factors; the itesrescribed under Factors Affecting Resuli
Operations in Item 7 of Xcel Energy Inc.’s FormK@er the year ended Dec. 31, 2014 ; and the aikkrfactors listed from time to time by
Xcel Energy in reports filed with the SEC, inclugiRisk Factors in Item 1A and Exhibit 99.01 of X&g&lergy Inc.’s Annual Report on Form
10-K for the year ended Dec. 31, 2014 , and ltenahd Exhibit 99.01 to this Quarterly Report on FA®AQ for the quarter ended June 30,
2015 .
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Financial Review

The only common equity securities that are publichgded are common shares of Xcel Energy Inc. Tlaéed earnings and EPS of each
subsidiary discussed below do not represent atdegal interest in the assets and liabilitiescdked to such subsidiary but rather represent a
direct interest in our assets and liabilities aghale. Ongoing diluted EPS for Xcel Energy and blgssdiary is a financial measure not
recognized under GAAP. Ongoing diluted EPS is dated by dividing the net income or loss attriblgatio the controlling interest of each
subsidiary, adjusted for certain items, by the Wwig average fully diluted Xcel Energy Inc. comnstrares outstanding for the period. We us
this non-GAAP financial measure to evaluate andipedetails of Xcel Energy’s core earnings andautyihg performance. We believe this
measurement is useful to investors in facilitajiegiod over period comparisons and evaluating ojepting financial results. This non-GAAP
financial measure should not be considered astamative to measures calculated and reporteddordance with GAAP.

Results of Operations

The following table summarizes the diluted EPSXoel Energy:

Three Months Ended June 30 Six Months Ended June 30

Diluted Earnings (Loss) Per Share 2015 2014 2015 2014

PSCo $ 0.1¢ $ 0.1¢ $ 041 $ 0.41
NSP-Minnesota 0.1t 0.1t 0.3 0.37
SPS 0.0t 0.0¢€ 0.0¢ 0.0¢
NSP-Wisconsin 0.0z 0.0z 0.07 0.07
Equity earnings of unconsolidated subsidiaries 0.01 0.01 0.0z 0.0z
Regulated utility 0.4z 0.4z 0.9C 0.9¢
Xcel Energy Inc. and other (0.09) (0.09) (0.0%) (0.05)
Ongoing diluted EPS 0.3¢ 0.3¢ 0.8t 0.91
Loss on Monticello LCM/EPU project — — (0.1¢) —
GAAP diluted EPS $ 03¢ % 03¢ % 0.6¢ % 0.91

Earnings Adjusted for Certain Items (Ongoing Earngs)

Ongoing earnings reflect adjustments to GAAP egior certain items. Xcel Energy’s managemengelvel that ongoing earnings provide a
meaningful comparison of earnings results andpsagentative of Xcel Energy’s fundamental core isgpower. Xcel Energy’s management
uses ongoing earnings internally for financial pliag and analysis, for reporting of results to Bward of Directors, in determining whether
performance targets are met for performance-basegpensation, and when communicating its earningjs@kto analysts and investors.

For the six months ended June 30, 2015 GAAP easnimduded a $0.16 per share charge related tMdrgicello nuclear facility LCM/EPU
project, which in total cost $748 million. In Mar@915, the MPUC approved full recovery, includingeturn, on $415 million of the project
costs, inclusive of AFUDC, but only allow recoverfythe remaining $333 million of costs with no netwn this portion of the investment for
years 2015 and beyond. As a result of this decis{oel Energy recorded a |-tax charge of approximately $129 million. See Note the
consolidated financial statements for further désoon.

Summary of Ongoing Earning:

Xcel Energy— Xcel Energy’s ongoing earnings were flat for theas® quarter of 2015 and decreased $0.06 per gbhareio-date, which
excludes an adjustment for a charge related tdihaticello LCM/EPU project. Electric margin incressdue to new rates and riders in vari
jurisdictions and a lower PSCo earnings test rethatiwas partially offset by weatl-normalized sales decline and unfavorable weaiftés.
increase was offset by higher depreciation, lovlemance for funds used during construction, high@perty taxes, operating and
maintenance expenses and interest charges.

PSCo— PSCo’s ongoing earnings increased $0.01 per $batke second quarter of 2015 and were flat yeatate. The positive impact of

implementing the CACJA rider, effective in Janudfi5, and lower estimated electric earnings téahds were offset by lower AFUDC,
higher property taxes, depreciation, and O&M expsnas well as the impact of weather and weathenalzed sales decline.
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NSP-Minnesota— NSP-Minnesota’s ongoing earnings were flat fa siecond quarter of 2015 and decreased $0.05 aer phar-to-date.
Higher revenue attributable to electric rate casédinnesota, North Dakota and South Dakota wereentisan offset by increases in
depreciation, O&M expenses, property taxes andesteharges, as well as unfavorable weather aatherenormalized sales decline.

SPS— SPS’ ongoing earnings decreased $0.01 per shiatieef second quarter of 2015 and year-to-datehediglectric rates in Texas were
offset by higher O&M expenses, depreciation, amgeloAFUDC, along with the impact of unfavorable Wes.

NSP-Wisconsin— NSP-Wisconsin's ongoing earnings per share watddr the second quarter of 2015 and year-to-daieer O&M
expenses and higher electric margins, primarilytdun electric rate increase, were offset by higlepreciation and unfavorable weather.

Changes in Diluted EPS

The following table summarizes significant compdserontributing to the changes in 2015 EPS compaittdthe same period in 2014 :

Three Months Ended  Six Months Ended
Diluted Earnings (Loss) Per Share June 30 June 30

2014 GAAP and ongoing diluted EPS $ 03¢ $ 0.91

Components of change — 2015 vs. 2014

Higher electric margins 0.0¢ 0.11
Lower conservation and DSM program expenses (dfffigédbwer revenues) 0.02 0.0t
Higher depreciation and amortization (0.02) (0.06)
Higher O&M expenses (0.01) (0.0
Lower AFUDC — equity (0.09 (0.09
Higher taxes (other than income taxes) (0.02) (0.03)
Higher ETR (0.0 (0.09)
Lower natural gas margins — (0.02)
Higher interest charges (0.01 (0.01
Other, net 0.01 0.01
2015 ongoing diluted EPS 0.3¢ 0.8t
Loss on Monticello LCM/EPU project — (0.1¢)
2015 GAAP diluted EPS $ 03¢ % 0.6¢

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

Three Months Ended June 30 Six Months Ended June 30

(Millions of Dollars) 2015 2014 2015 2014
GAAP income (loss) by segment
Regulated electric income $ 215.C $ 185.7 $ 296.C $ 371.1
Regulated natural gas income (6.9 15.2 76.¢ 92.€
Other (loss) incom@ 4.5 8.7 2.3 20.1
Xcel Energy Inc. and othé&? (15.7) (24.5) (26.7) (27.9)

Total net income $ 196.¢ $ 1952 % 349.C $ 456.¢
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Three Months Ended June 30 Six Months Ended June 30

Contributions to Diluted Earnings (Loss) Per Share 2015 2014 2015 2014
GAAP earnings (loss) by segment
Regulated electric $ 04z $ 037 $ 0.5¢ $ 0.7¢
Regulated natural gas (0.07 0.0¢ 0.1t 0.1¢
Other® 0.01 0.0z 0.01 0.04
Xcel Energy Inc. and othét (0.09) (0.09) (0.0%) (0.0%)

Total diluted EPS $ 03¢ $ 03¢ $ 0.6¢ $ 0.91

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

The following discussion summarizes the items #fftcted the individual revenue and expense it@perted in the consolidated statement
income.

Estimated Impact of Temperature Changes on ReguiaEearnings— Unusually hot summers or cold winters increaseteteand natural gas
sales, while mild weather reduces electric andrahgas sales. The estimated impact of weatheaomirgs is based on the number of
customers, temperature variances and the amounattofal gas or electricity the average customdoticzlly uses per degree of temperature.
Accordingly, deviations in weather from normal Ievean affect Xcel Energy’s financial performance.

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 averafietdmperature falls below 65° Fahrenheit. Coolidegreedays (CDD) is the measure of
variation in the weather based on the extent te¢lwttie average daily temperature rises above @atRheit. Each degree of temperature
above 65° Fahrenheit is counted as one coolingededay, and each degree of temperature below 6&&Raeit is counted as one heating
degree-day. In Xcel Energy’s more humid servicattares, a THI is used in place of CDD, which addsumidity factor to CDD. HDD, CDD
and THI are most likely to impact the usage of Xeeérgy’s residential and commercial customersustiihl customers are less sensitive to
weather.

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

The percentage decrease in normal and actual HDID, &d THI is provided in the following table:

Three Months Ended June 30 Six Months Ended June 30
2015 vs. 2014 vs. 2015 vs. 2015 vs. 2014 vs. 2015 vs.
Normal Normal 2014 Normal Normal 2014
HDD (8.)% 45%  (12.9% (2.4% 12.5%  (13.9%
CDD (19.7) 0.6 (16.€) (19.2) 1.C (17.9)
THI (20.9) 9.3 (25.7) (21.0 8.4 (25.2)

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

Three Months Ended June 30 Six Months Ended June 30
2015 vs. 2014 vs. 2015 vs. 2015 vs. 2014 vs. 2015 vs.
Normal Normal 2014 Normal Normal 2014
Retail electric $ (0.019 $ 0.00z $ (0.015) $ (0.019) $ 0.03¢ $ (0.04)
Firm natural gas (0.009) 0.001 (0.002) (0.00¢) 0.01¢ (0.029)
Total $ (0.019 $ 0.00: $ (0.01) $ (0.01 $ 0.05: $ (0.07))
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Sales Growth (Decline— The following tables summarize Xcel Energy amsdsiibsidiaries’ sales growth (decline) for actunal eeather-
normalized sales in 2015 :

Three Months Ended June 30

Xcel Energy PSCo NSP-Minnesota NSP-Wisconsin SPS
Actual
Electric residentia® (4.2)% 0.E% (6.4% (11.9% (5.7%
Electric commercial and industrial 1.3 .7 (0.2 0.t (2.9
Total retail electric sales (2.2 1.2 (2.0 (2.9 (3.6
Firm natural gas sales (16.7) (8.0 (31.¢ (26.0 N/A

Three Months Ended June 30

Xcel Energy PSCo NSP-Minnesota NSP-Wisconsin SPS
Weather-normalized
Electric residentia (2.9% (1.2)% (3.0% (6.9% (0.5%
Electric commercial and industrial (0.7 (2.3 0.4 1.4 2.3
Total retail electric sales (1.2 (1.9 (0.6) (0.7) 1.3
Firm natural gas sales (14.9 (23.9) 7.9 (16.€) N/A

Six Months Ended June 30

Xcel Energy PSCo NSP-Minnesota NSP-Wisconsin SPS
Actual
Electric residentia (4.6)% (1.5% (6.9% (9.2)% (4.2%
Electric commercial and industrial (0.6) (0.7 (0.9 1.C (0.6)
Total retail electric sales (1.9 (0.9 (2.6) (2.2 (1.9
Firm natural gas sales (11.9) (9.0 (15.9) (13.5) N/A

Six Months Ended June 30

Xcel Energy PSCo NSP-Minnesota NSP-Wisconsin SPS
Weather-normalized
Electric residentia (1.9% 1.)% (1.9% (3.9% 0.8%
Electric commercial and industrial 0.1 (0.€) — 2.2 3
Total retail electric sales (0.9 (0.8 (0.5 0.€ &
Firm natural gas sales (2.0 (2.5) (1.9 — N/A

@ Extreme weather variations and additional factachsas windchill and cloud cover may not be reéiddn weathenormalized and actual growth estimz

Weathernormalized Electric Yeato-Date Growth (Decline)

* SPS’ commercial and industrial (C&I) growth wdrézen by continued expansion from oil and gas epgilon and production in the
Southeastern New Mexico, Permian Basin area. Thspartially offset by the impact of wet weatheiichtresulted in less irrigation
by agricultural customers. Residential growth retBean increased number of customers as well ategrese per customer.

* NSF-Wisconsin's electric sales growth was largely thustrong sales to large C&I customers primarilyhia oil, gas and sand mining
industries. Residential decline was primarily atitable to lower use per customer.

 PSCo’s C&l decline was primarily due to customierfracking and certain manufacturing industriResidential decrease was
primarily the result of weaker use per customertigity offset by customer growth.

 NSF-Minnesota’'s C&l electric sales were flat as a tesfuihigher use for large customer class (paréidyldue to greater usage in the
petroleum industry), and an increase in the nurobeustomers in both the small and large clasdésgtdoy lower use for small
customers in various industries. The residentiatekese was due to less use per customer, padftigt by increasing customer
growth.
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Weathernormalized Natural Gas Decline

» Across natural gas service territories, lower redtgas sales reflect a decline in customer
Electric Revenues and Margin
Electric revenues and fuel and purchased powemsgseare largely impacted by the fluctuation inghee of natural gas, coal and uranium

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

Three Months Ended June 30 Six Months Ended June 30
(Millions of Dollars) 2015 2014 2015 2014
Electric revenues $ 2,21 $ 2,29¢ % 4,43t $ 4,59¢
Electric fuel and purchased power (905) (1,047 (1,85%) (2,109
Electric margin $ 1,30¢ $ 1,257 $ 258! % 2,49(

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

Electric Revenue:

Three Months Six Months

Ended June 30 Ended June 30
(Millions of Dollars) 2015 vs. 2014 2015 vs. 2014
Fuel and purchased power cost recovery $ (245 $ (25%)
Estimated impact of weather (12 (37
Conservation and DSM program revenues (offset Ipgeges) (13 (28)
Retail sales growth, excluding weather impact 9 (20
Non-fuel riders® ® 31 6%
Retail rate increasdd 25 48
PSCO earnings test refund 24 35
Transmission revenue 14 22
Other, net — @

Total decrease in electric revenues $ (85 $ (1673)

Electric Margin

Three Months Six Months

Ended June 30 Ended June 30
(Millions of Dollars) 2015 vs. 2014 2015 vs. 2014
Non-fuel riders® ® $ 31 % 65
Retail rate increasdd 25 48
PSCo earnings test refund 24 35
NSP-Wisconsin fuel recovery 3 9
Estimated impact of weather (12 (37)
Conservation and DSM program revenues (offset ipgrses) (13 (28
Retail sales decline, excluding weather impact 9 (10)
Other, net 2 11

Total increase in electric margin $ 51 § 93

@ Increases relate primarily to the new CACJA rige€blorado ($28 million and $52 million, respectjyeand TCR rider in Minnesota ($5 million and $hllion,
respectively).

®) " Increase due to rate proceedings in Minnesota,sT&S@uth Dakota, North Dakota, New Mexico, Wiscoresid Michigan. These increases were partiallgedfby a decline
in Colorado retail base rates, which was more tftset by increased CACJA rider revenue as apprawyetie CPUC in the first quarter of 2015.
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Natural Gas Revenues and Margin

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

Three Months Ended June 30 Six Months Ended June 30
(Millions of Dollars) 2015 2014 2015 2014
Natural gas revenues $ 284 $ 36 $ 1,00C $ 1,24¢
Cost of natural gas sold and transported (127) (21)) (599 (835)
Natural gas margin $ 157 $ 15¢ $ 401 $ 414

The following tables summarize the components efdfianges in natural gas revenues and natural giagmm

Natural Gas Revenue

Three Months Six Months

Ended June 30 Ended June 30
(Millions of Dollars) 2015 vs. 2014 2015 vs. 2014
Purchased natural gas adjustment clause recovery $ 84 $ (239
Estimated impact of weather 2 (19
Conservation and DSM program revenues (offset Ipgrges) 3 (12)
Integrity rider (Colorado) and infrastructure rigdfinnesota), partially offset in expenses 11 18
Retail sales decline, excluding weather impact (7) (©)]
Other, net — —

Total decrease in natural gas revenues $ (85) $ (249

Natural Gas Margin

Three Months Six Months

Ended June 30 Ended June 30
(Millions of Dollars) 2015 vs. 2014 2015 vs. 2014
Estimated impact of weather $ 2 $ (19
Conservation and DSM program revenues (offset Ipgeges) 3 (11)
Retalil sales decline, excluding weather impact ) (©)]
Integrity rider (Colorado) and infrastructure riq&tinnesota), partially offset in expenses 11 18
Other, net — 2

Total decrease in natural gas margin $ 1 $ (13

Non-Fuel Operating Expenses and Other ltems

O&M Expenses— O&M expenses increased $8.7 million, or 1.5 percemtthe second quarter of 2015 and $34.4 millmn3.0 percent, for
the six months ended June 30, 2015. The year-tidatease in O&M is primarily due to the timingm&nned maintenance and overhauls at
number of our generation facilities. We continuexpect that the change in annual O&M expense@@620 be within a range of O percent to
2 percent, consistent with our annual guidancerapans.

Three Months Six Months
Ended June 30 Ended June 30
(Millions of Dollars) 2015 vs. 2014 2015 vs. 2014
Plant generation costs $ 5 § 21
Employee benefits 4 8
Nuclear plant operations (€N} 3
Other, net 1 2
Total increase in O&M expenses $ 9 % 34
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Conservation and DSM Program Expenses Conservation and DSM program expenses decred$ed fillion for the second quarter of
2015 and $40.4 million for the six months endedeJ8®, 2015. The decreases were primarily attribetablower electric and gas recovery
rates at NSP-Minnesota and PSCo. Lower conservatidrDSM program expenses are generally offsebled revenues.

Depreciation and Amortizatio— Depreciation and amortization increased $19.8anilor 7.6 percent, for the second quarter of328dd
$46.5 million, or 9.3 percent, year-to-date. Insesawere primarily attributed to normal system esfn and lower amortization of the excess
depreciation reserve in Minnesota, partially oftsgtMinnesota’s amortization of the Department n&Ejy settlement.

Taxes (Other Than Income Taxes) Taxes (other than income taxes) increased $18lismor 11.6 percent, for the second quarte2@15
and $25.4 million, or 10.5 percent, for the six itienended June 30, 2015. Increases were due tertpgbperty taxes primarily in Colorado
and Minnesota.

AFUDC, Equity and Deb— AFUDC decreased $14.9 million for the second tprasf 2015 and $27.6 million year-to-date. Decesasere
primarily due to the implementation of the CACJAei on Jan. 1, 2015, facilitating earlier and als¢ive recovery of construction costs.

Interest Charge«— Interest charges increased $4.8 million, or &ent, for the second quarter of 2015 and $10llmior 3.8 percent, for
the six months ended June 30, 2015. Increasespsienarily due to higher long-term debt levels, @ty offset by refinancings at lower
interest rates.

Income Taxes—Income tax expense increased $5.6 million for #erd quarter of 2015 compared with the same p@ni@@14. The
increase was primarily due to higher pretax eamingecond quarter of 2015, partially offset bgrdased permanent plamttated adjustmen
in 2015 and a tax benefit for an income exclusio2014. The ETR was 35.8 percent for the secondeyuaf 2015 compared with 34.8 perc
for the same period in 2014. The higher ETR for2@As primarily due to the adjustments referenden/e.

Income tax expense decreased $46il6on for the first six months of 2015 comparediwthe same period in 2014. The decrease in indax
expense was primarily due to lower pretax earningsx months ended June 30, 2015, partially offsetiecreased permanent plant-related
adjustments in 2015, the successful resolution210-2011 IRS audit issue in 2014 and a tax befogfan income exclusion in 2014. The
ETR was 35.7 percent for the first six months af20compared to 34.5 percent for the first six rherdf 2014 primarily due to these
adjustments.

Public Utility Regulation and Legislation

Except to the extent noted below, the circumstasee$orth in Public Utility Regulation included irem 1. of Xcel Energy Inc.’s Annual
Report on Form 10-K for the year ended Dec. 3142ahd Public Utility Regulation included in Itemd Xcel Energy Incs Quarterly Repo
on Form 10-Q for the quarterly period ended MarthZ)15, appropriately represent, in all mateeapects, the current status of public utility
regulation, and are incorporated herein by refexenc

NSP-Minnesota
Courtenay Wind Farm— NSP-Minnesota plans to move forward with condtaucand ownership of the Courtenay wind farm, & ROV
project in North Dakota, pending regulatory apptoiraMay 2015, NSP-Minnesota filed for expeditedjulatory approval in Minnesota and

North Dakota. The total construction cost of thejgct is estimated to be approximately $300 milliom July 30, 2015, the MPUC appro
the Courtenay wind purchase with recovery up to0%8@lion. NDPSC approval of the project is antafigd in August 2015.
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NSP System Resource Pla— In January 2015, NSP-Minnesota filed its 2016@28@source Plan with the MPUC, proposing to ach&%8
percent reduction in carbon emissions by 2030 2606 levels through the significant addition ofeembles, continued commitment to
specific critical infrastructure protection annaghievements and the continued operation of itstieg cost-effective thermal generation. In
March 2015, NSP-Minnesota supplemented the plaeftect (1) the resource additions that resultedifits Competitive Acquisition Plan
(CAP) to meet an identified resource need in tHE822020 timeframe, (2) significantly higher tharpegted response to its Community Solar
Gardens program, and (3) additional early Sherandl2 retirement scenarios. The updated resouacecpintinues to position NSP-Minnesota
to be responsive to future environmental requirdmand market trends, builds on the significanestments already made in the NSP Systen
and acknowledges the divergence in state energgigmivithin the NSP System. Key points of the tase plan include:

e Adding 600 MW of non-production tax credit wibgt 2020 and an additional 1,200 MW by 2027, briggiotal wind power on the
NSP System to over 3,600 M\

e Adding 187 MW of large-scale solar energy byryelad 2016 and an additional 1,700 MW of large-essalar and 500 MW of
customer-driven small-scale solar; bringing totdhs power on the NSP System to approximately 2MU®;

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

»  Continuing to run Sherco Units 1 and 2 with grajudécreasing reliance through 2C

NSF-Minnesota continues to execute on several aspéth®e additional CAP resources approved by the IRUFebruary 2015, including:

» Executed an agreement for 100 MW of distributearsaith Geronimo Energy LL(
* Executed an agreement with Calpine Corporatiom {845 MW expansion at its Mankato Energy Centedl
» Initiated preeonstruction tasks needed to construct a 215 MWBIzog Unit 6 combustion turbine at the existingi@@tion site

Since the filing of the resource plan, NSP-Minnadwis completed several stakeholder workshopgtheided information on the Plan and
March supplement as well as other key topics @fregt to stakeholders. This effort is intendedaih focus and reduce formal information
requests regarding the resource plan. In JulyDggartment of Commerce (DOC) filed comments orRtam recommending that one of the
Sherco units be retired in 2025, or alternativalyearly as 2020. A coalition of environmentalrivaors filed comments recommending that
Sherco Unit 1 close in 2021 and Unit 2 close in0he current schedule calls for NSP-Minnesotiléaeply comments on Sept. 2, 2015.

CapX2020— The estimated cost of the five major CapX2026@gmaission projects listed below is $2 billion. NBknesota and NSP-
Wisconsin are responsible for approximately $1liobi of the total investment. As of June 30, 20X6el Energy has invested $942.8 million
of its $1.1 billion share of the five CapX2020 tsamission projects. The projects are as follows:

» Hampton, Minn. to Rochester, Minn. to La Croda&s. 161/345 Kilovolt (KV) transmission line- The project is expected to go into
service in the fall of 2016, although segmentsb@iag placed in service as they are completed.

*  Monticello, Minn. to Fargo, N.D. 345 KV transmisn line— In April 2015, the final portion of the project wpkced in servic

e Brookings County, S.D. to Hampton, Minn. 345 K&nsmission line— The project was placed in service in March 2

»  Bemidji, Minn. to Grand Rapids, Minn. 230 KV tigmission line— The 70-mile Bemidji, Minn. to Grand Rapids, Mirime was
placed in service in September 2012.

» Big Stone South to Brookings County, S.D. 345 Ahsmission line— Construction is anticipated to begin in late 20&8h
completion in 2017.

Minnesota Solar— Minnesota legislation requires 1.5 percent of alipuliility’ s total electric retail sales to retail customergbnerated usil
solar energy by 2020. Of the 1.5 percent, 10 pgntrist come from systems sized 20 kilowatts @&.l@¢SPMinnesota anticipates it will me
its compliance requirements through large and sstalle solar additions. NSP-Minnesota plans to28¥dMW of large-scale solar to its
system by the end of 2016. NSP-Minnesota alsa®ffmall solar programs: a solar production ineengirogram for rooftop solar, called
Solar*Rewards, and a community solar garden proghanprovides bill credits to participating sulisers, called Solar*Rewards
Community. Additionally, the DOC offers the MadeNtinnesota incentive program for small solar ugingducts made in-state, which
generates renewable energy credits for utilitietuing NSP-Minnesota.
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During 2015, NSP-Minnesota sought policy guidamoenfthe MPUC regarding the price and size of S&axards Community projects. The
program was intended for projects one MW or lesanyvproposals, however, were sized between 10 @idVg. In June 2015, the MPUC
reviewed the Solar*Rewards Community program artéd/éo limit the size of solar installations eliigilto participate in the program, more
closely aligning the program with its original inteThe MPUC decision limits projects to five MW less through Sept. 25, 2015.
Subsequently, projects must be one MW or less.

Minnesota Legislatior— In June 2015, the Minnesota governor signed obs and Energy bill into law. Several approved rae@dms may
provide additional options and opportunities irufetrate cases, including the duration of futurdtinyear plans and more certainty regarding
recovery of costs and the impact to customers. Billiprovides:

» Increased flexibility for utilities to submitraulti-year plan (MYP) of up to five yea

» The potential for full capital recovery for all grosed year

» O&M cost recovery based on an inc

» Distribution costs that facilitate grid modernizatiare eligible for rider recove

» Natural gas extension costs for unserved areabeancialized and are eligible for rider recov
* Recovery of plant closure costs, should the MPUfeearly plant closure; a

» Allows implementation of interim rates for the fiemd second years of the M®

Nuclear Power Operations

NSF-Minnesota owns two nuclear generating plantsMbaticello plant and the Pl plant. See Note 14 oéXEnergy Inc.’s Annual Report on
Form 10-K for the year ended Dec. 31, 2014 forhfrrdiscussion regarding the nuclear generatingtgla

Nuclear Regulatory Performanc— The NRC has a Reactor Oversight Process that fidegsbi.S. nuclear reactors into various categories
(referred to as Columns, from 1 to 5). Such isswesevaluated as either green, white, yellowedrtrased on their safety significance, with
green representing the least safety concern angkpedsenting the most concern.

At Dec. 31, 2014, Pl Units 1 and 2 were in Colum(ficensee response) with all green performanciEatdrs and no greater than green
findings or violations. Monticello was in Column@graded cornerstone) with all green performandiators, a yellow finding related to
flood control and a potentially greater than gréeding related to plant security. The NRC infonécel Energy in February 2015 that the
final determination on the security finding wasajer than green. In March 2015, Monticello was adgd from Column 3 (degraded
cornerstone) to Column 2 (regulatory responsekdyas the results of an NRC inspection in late 2@1elose out the flood control finding.
Monticello will remain in Column 2 until the NRC germs an inspection and confirms that the whiteusiéy finding can be closed. Upon
closure of the white security finding, MonticelldlMpe eligible to be upgraded to Column 1. Plant€olumn 1 are subject to only a pre-
defined set of basic NRC inspections. The NRC cotatlian inspection on the security finding in laé/ 2015, the results of which are
pending.

NSP-Wisconsin

NSP-Wisconsin / American Transmission Company, LLC (&7 - La Crosse, Wis. to Madison, Wis. Transmissidne — In October 2013,
NSF-Wisconsin and ATC jointly filed an application Wwithe PSCW for a Certificate of Public Convenieand Necessity (CPCN) for a new
345 KV transmission line that would extend from@w@sse, Wis. to Madison, Wis. NSP-Wisconsin's loalthe line will be shared with three
partners, Dairyland Power Cooperative, WPPI Enargy Southern Minnesota Municipal Power Associatiiseonsin. In 2011, MISO
determined the line to be a MVP project, and a& seligible for cost sharing under MISO’s MVP térif

In April 2015, the PSCW issued its order approvan@PCN and route for the project. In June 2015PtBEW denied two requests for
rehearing. Two groups have appealed the CPCN @udmyunty court. Court action is pending and th&€8Remains in full effect unless one
of the parties seeks and receives a stay fromdbhe and posts a bond to cover damages the dilitiay incur due to delay. The 180-mile
project will cost approximately $580 million. NSPistonsin’s portion of the investment is estimateté approximately $207 million. NSP-
Wisconsin and ATC anticipate beginning constructiorthe line in mid-2016, with completion by laf@13.
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PSCo

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

In 2013, the CPUC ruled that it has jurisdictiomlenColorado law to determine the utility that veilirve customers outside Boulder’s city
limits, and will determine certain system separatitatters as well as what facilities need to bestranted to ensure reliable service. The
CPUC has declared that it should make its detertioimaprior to any eminent domain actions. In Jan@814, Boulder appealed this ruling to
the Boulder District Court. In January 2015, thauBler District Court affirmed the CPUC decision.

Boulder sent PSCo an offer of $128 million for e@rtportions of PSC@g'transmission and distribution business. PSCabtfied Boulder the
its offer was deficient. Under Colorado law, a cemahing entity must pay the owner fair market vdbrehe taking of and damages to the
remainder of the property.

In July 2014, Boulder filed a petition for condertioa in the Boulder District Court. PSCo filed a tioo to dismiss the petition based upon the
CPUC'’s ruling that it must determine the approgrsygstem separations prior to Boulder filing ite@@emnation case. PSGahotion to dismis
was granted in February 2015. This decision doégpmwent Boulder from filing another condemnatpaiition if it obtains CPUC approval of
its separation plan.

In August 2014, PSCo filed a petition with the FERQuesting an order requiring that Boulder’s aftetn acquire PSCo’s transmission and
distribution facilities by condemnation requiresopi~FERC approval under the Federal Power Act. écé&nber 2014, the FERC issued an ¢
granting PSCo’s petition.

If Boulder proceeds with another condemnation jpetiand were to succeed in the eminent domain pring, PSCo would seek to obtain full
compensation for the business and its associatggbfy taken by Boulder, as well as for all damagssiting to PSCo and its system. PSCo
would also seek appropriate compensation for sedmasts with the FERC.

In April 2015, Boulder issued a request for propdsaa partial requirements wholesale electric pogsupply agreement. Boulder indicated
the request for proposal was designed to elicihal@sale power supply arrangement for a five-yeantcommencing on Jan. 1, 2018. Bouldel
has requested that PSCo consider different prisingtures and allow for Boulder to reduce demaret the term of the contract. In May 20
PSCo sent Boulder a letter indicating its willingaeo discuss a power supply arrangement with Boultlit no formal offer was made. On !

7, 2015, Boulder filed an application with the CPt#questing approval of Boulder's proposed sepangilan.

Steam System Package Boilers and Regulatory F— In December 2014, PSCo filed the results of a steamwey along with both a short-
term plan and a long-term plan for the steam syst@msisting of a request for a conditional CPCNdastruct either one or two boilers for its
steam utility, dependent on the next two seasongrger peaking capacity. In April 2015, the CPUgpeoved a settlement agreement betwee
PSCo and all parties, which resolved all issues.

Cabin Creek Hydro Upgrade— PSCo filed a CPCN with the CPUC in May 2015 tgnale the Cabin Creek Hydro facility. The upgrade i
estimated to cost $89.2 million and will extend lifee of the facility by 40 years as well as incseghe maximum output by 36 MW. A final
CPUC decision is expected in the fourth quarte2Qif5.

SPS

Texas Legislation— In June 2015 he Texas Governor signed HB 1535 into law. As alteSPS may reduce regulatory lag through earlier
inclusion of certain capital additions in rate has®ewell as expediting the implementation of nates. Key provisions of the bill are as follo

» Utilities may include actual and estimated pest-year capital additions up through@f)s before the filing da

* A new natural gas generating unit may be includechie base as long as it is in service beforgtbposed effective rate de

» Rates will go into effect 155 days after filiq@reviously it was 185 days). If the case is noafiby this date, then a utility can go back
and surcharge; and

» Establishes time limits for the PUCT to rule oneavrgeneration plant request for a certificate afvemience and necess
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Summary of Recent Federal Regulatory Developments

The FERC has jurisdiction over rates for electdm$smission service in interstate commerce andriliég sold at wholesale, hydro facility
licensing, natural gas transportation, asset ti@itses and mergers, accounting practices and oesther activities of Xcel Energy Inc.’s utility
subsidiaries and transmission-only subsidiarieduiing enforcement of North American Electric Rbility Corporation mandatory electric
reliability standards. State and local agencieghansdiction over many of Xcel Energy Inc.’s ifjilsubsidiaries’ activities, including
regulation of retail rates and environmental matt€ee additional discussion in the summary ofntefegleral regulatory developments and
public utility regulation sections of the Xcel Eggrinc. Annual Report on Form 10-K for the yearetdec. 31, 2014 . In addition to the
matters discussed below, see Note 5 to the comgetidinancial statements for a discussion of otbgulatory matters.

FERC Order, New ROE Policy— In June 2014, the FERC adopted a new two-step RéfBodology for electric utilities. The issue afhto
apply the new FERC ROE methodology is being coatest various complaint proceedings. FERC is npeeted to issue orders in any of
these ROE complaint proceedings until 2016. See Ndb the consolidated financial statements fecuision of the SPS Wholesale Rate anc
MISO ROE complaints.

Derivatives, Risk Management and Market Risk

Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsidiaries are exposeal\ariety of market risks in the normal coursbusiness. Market risk is the potential loss
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 consolidéditemhcial statements for further discussior

market risks associated with derivatives.

Xcel Energy is exposed to the impact of adversegbsiin price for energy and energy-related prajuedich is partially mitigated by the use
of commodity derivatives. In addition to ongoing mitoring and maintaining credit policies intendedrinimize overall credit risk, when
necessary, management takes steps to mitigate @hangredit and concentration risks associatel igtderivatives and other contracts,
including parental guarantees and requests oftecdla While Xcel Energy expects that the countdipawill perform under the contracts
underlying its derivatives, the contracts exposel@nergy to some credit and non-performance risk.

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

Commodity Price Risk —Xcel Energy Inc$ utility subsidiaries are exposed to commoditgerisk in their electric and natural gas operai
Commodity price risk is managed by entering intagloand short-term physical purchase and salesamigtfor electric capacity, energy and
energy-related products and for various fuels usegneration and distribution activities. Commugditice risk is also managed through the
use of financial derivative instruments. Xcel Engsgisk management policy allows it to manage cardity price risk within each rate-
regulated operation to the extent such exposustexi

Wholesale and Commodity Trading Risk >¢cel Energy Inc.’s utility subsidiaries conduct iars wholesale and commodity trading activities
including the purchase and sale of electric capaeitergy and energy-related instruments. Xcel g&rigrrisk management policy allows
management to conduct these activities within dide and limitations as approved by its risk mamagnt committee, which is made up of
management personnel not directly involved in tttevdies governed by this policy.

At June 30, 2015, the fair values by source farceenmodity trading contract assets were as follows

Futures / Forwards

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

(Thousands of Dollars) Value Year Years Years Years Value
NSP-Minnesota 1 $ 3,25F 793: % 1,27 $ 71 $ 13,17¢
NSP-Minnesota 2 5,81: — — — 5,81z
PSCo 1 2 — — — 2
$ 9,06¢ $ 793: % 1,27 $ 71 $ 18,98¢
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Options
Maturity Maturity Total Futures/
Source of Fair Less Than 1 Maturity 1to 3 Maturity 4to5  Greater Than 5  Forwards Fair
(Thousands of Dollars) Value Year Years Years Years Value
NSP-Minnesota 2 ¢ 26C  $ — — — 26(

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

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

Six Months Ended June 30

(Thousands of Dollars) 2015 2014

Fair value of commodity trading net contract assetstanding at Jan. 1 $ 21,81. $ 30,51«
Contracts realized or settled during the period 3,47: (7,27¢)
Commodity trading contract additions and changesduweriod (6,035) 3,70(
Fair value of commaodity trading net contract assetstanding at June 30 $ 19,248 $ 26,93t

At June 30, 2015, a 10 percent increase in makets for commodity trading contracts would in@earetax income from continuing
operations by approximately $0.4 million , wheraak) percent decrease would decrease pretax intomeontinuing operations by
approximately $0.4 million . At June 30, 2014 ,Gapkrcent increase in market prices for commoditglihg contracts would increase pretax
income from continuing operations by approximatklyl million, whereas a 10 percent decrease woettedse pretax income from
continuing operations by approximately $1.1 million

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

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

Three Months

(Millions of Dollars) Ended June 30 VaR Limit Average High Low
2015 $ 047 $ 3.0 $ 0.2: $ 13C $ 0.0¢
2014 0.4z 3.0C 0.77 1.6¢€ 0.0¢

Nuclear Fuel Supply— NSP-Minnesota is scheduled to take delivery @rapimately 13 percent of its 2015 enriched nuctaaterial
requirements from sources that could be impacteevieyts in Ukraine and sanctions against Russtarifdte potential sources are expected t
provide the flexibility to manage NSP-Minnesotaisckear fuel supply to ensure that plant availapaind reliability will not be negatively
impacted in the near-term. Long-term, through 2082P-Minnesota is scheduled to take delivery ofeximately 34 percent of its average
enriched nuclear material requirements from soutttatscould be impacted by events in Ukraine artdreded sanctions against Russia. NSP-
Minnesota is closely following the progressioniudése events and will periodically assess if furthetions are required to assure a secure
supply of enriched nuclear material beyond 2015.

Interest Rate Ris— Xcel Energy is subject to the risk of fluctuatimgerest rates in the normal course of businessl Energy’s risk
management policy allows interest rate risk to lamaged through the use of fixed rate debt, floatitg debt and interest rate derivatives sucl
as swaps, caps, collars and put or call options.

At June 30, 2015 and 2014 , a 100-basis-point ahémthe benchmark rate on Xcel Energy’s variahte debt would impact pretax interest
expense annually by approximately $4.5 million &3 million, respectively. See Note 8 to the cdidsted financial statements for a
discussion of Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsidiaiiggrest rate derivatives.
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NSF-Minnesota also maintains a nuclear decommissiofiing, as required by the NRC. The nuclear decosioning fund is subject to
interest rate risk and equity price risk. At Jufe 15 , the fund was invested in a diversifiedfptio of cash equivalents, debt securities,
equity securities, and other investments. Thesesitivents may be used only for activities relateguitear decommissioning. Given the
purpose and legal restrictions on the use of nudeaommissioning fund assets, realized and uzeghtjains on fund investments over the life
of the fund are deferred as an offset of NSP-Mintes regulatory asset for nuclear decommissionogs. Consequently, any realized and
unrealized gains and losses on securities in thleaudecommissioning fund, including any othemtit@mporary impairments, are deferred as
a component of the regulatory asset for nucleaomietissioning. Since the accounting for nuclear den@ssioning recognizes that costs are
recovered through rates, fluctuations in equitggsior interest rates do not have an impact onrggrn

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

At June 30, 2015, a 10 percent increase in commpdces would have resulted in a decrease initceggosure of $3.4 million, while a
decrease in prices of 10 percent would have rebidtan increase in credit exposure of $4.5 millidhJune 30, 2014 , a 10 percent increase i
commodity prices would have resulted in an incréasgedit exposure of $35.9 million, while a dease in prices of 10 percent would have
resulted in a decrease in credit exposure of $2@lbn.

Xcel Energy Inc. and its subsidiaries conduct stathatredit reviews for all counterparties. Xcel Eyyeemploys additional credit risk control
mechanisms when appropriate, such as letters ditcparental guarantees, standardized mastengettireements and termination provisions
that allow for offsetting of positive and negatseposures. Credit exposure is monitored and, wieerssary, the activity with a specific
counterparty is limited until credit enhancemernrgvided. Distress in the financial markets canlttease Xcel Energy’s credit risk.

Fair Value Measurements

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

Commodity Derivatives— Xcel Energy continuously monitors the creditwardss of the counterparties to its commodity deiveacontracts
and assesses each counterparty’s ability to perforthe transactions set forth in the contractgefsihis assessment and the typically short
duration of these contracts, the impact of discogntommaodity derivative assets for counterpargddrrisk was not material to the fair value
of commaodity derivative assets at June 30, 201&el Knergy also assesses the impact of its ownteigklwhen determining the fair value of
commodity derivative liabilities. The impact of dainting commodity derivative liabilities for crédisk was immaterial to the fair value of
commodity derivative liabilities at June 30, 2015 .

Commodity derivative assets and liabilities assiftelevel 3 typically consist of FTRs, as wellfasvards and options that are long-term in
nature. Level 3 commodity derivative assets arulliiees represent 3.2 percent and 34.8 perceitaf assets and liabilities, respectively,
measured at fair value at June 30, 2015 .

Determining the fair value of FTRs requires numsrmanagement forecasts that vary in observahitijuding various forward commodity
prices, retail and wholesale demand, generatiorr@swdting transmission system congestion. Giverlithited observability of management’s
forecasts for several of these inputs, these imstnis have been assigned a Level 3. Level 3 contyndeliivatives assets and liabilities
included $59.3 million and $12.5 million of estiradtfair values, respectively, for FTRs held at J80e2015 .

Determining the fair value of certain commodityviards and options can require management to makefusibjective price and volatility
forecasts which extend to periods beyond thosdlyealolservable on active exchanges or quoted bikdyso When less observable forward
price and volatility forecasts are significant gtefmining the value of commodity forwards and o, these instruments are assigned to |
3. Level 3 commodity derivative assets includedssets and no liabilities, for forwards held ateJ86, 2015 . There were no Level 3 options
held at June 30, 2015 .

55




Table of Contents

Nuclear Decommissioning Fun— Nuclear decommissioning fund assets assigne@vell3 consist of private equity investments arad re
estate investments. Based on an evaluation of NBiRedota’s ability to redeem private equity investits and real estate investment funds
measured at net asset value, estimated fair véduéisese investments totaling $204.8 million ie tiuclear decommissioning fund at June 30,
2015 (approximately 11.1 percent of total assetasmed at fair value) are assigned to Level 3.iRshbnd unrealized gains and losses on
nuclear decommissioning fund investments are dedeais a regulatory asset.

Liquidity and Capital Resources

Cash Flows

Six Months Ended June 30
(Millions of Dollars) 2015 2014
Cash provided by operating activities $ 150¢ $ 1,04(

Net cash provided by operating activities increg&89 million for thesix months ended June 30, 2015 compared with fheaenths ended
June 30, 2014 . The increase was primarily dudémges in working capital, including income taxurefs received in 2015 compared to taxes
paid in 2014, changes in regulatory assets anditie® and higher net income, excluding amountatezl to non-cash operating activities (e.g.
depreciation, deferred tax expenses and a chaiaedédo the Monticello LCM/EPU project).

Six Months Ended June 30
(Millions of Dollars) 2015 2014
Cash used in investing activities $ (1,430 $ (1,53))

Net cash used in investing activities decrease® $ilion for thesix months ended June 30, 2015 compared with sheenths ended
June 30, 2014 . The decrease was primarily ataiflatto higher capital expenditures in 2014 rel&we@ACJIA projects and the impact of
higher insurance proceeds related to Sherco Unit 3.

Six Months Ended June 30
(Millions of Dollars) 2015 2014
Cash (used in) provided by financing activities $ 22) $ 484

Net cash used in financing activities was $22 onillfor the six months ended June 30, 2015 compaithchet cash provided by financil
activities of $484 million for the six months endathe 30, 2014, or a change of $506 million. Tlile@ince was primarily due to repayments
of short-term debt in 2015 compared to procee@®i and less issued common stock, partially offget repayment of long-term debt in
2014.

Capital Requirements

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

Regulation of Derivative— In July 2010, financial reform legislation wasspad that provides for the regulation of derivatramsactions
amongst other provisions. Provisions within thé fnibvide the Commodity Futures Trading Commisqi6RTC) and the SEC with expanded
regulatory authority over derivative and swap teantions. Regulations effected under this legistatiould preclude or impede some types of
over-the-counter energy commodity transactionsameuire clearing through regulated central cexparties, which could negatively impact
the market for these transactions or result inresite margin and fee requirements.

As a result of this legislation, there will be nrakincreased reporting requirements for certailumes of derivative and swap activity. In
April 2012, the CFTC ruled that swap dealing atyigionducted by entities for the preceding 12 msnthder a notional limit, initially set at
billion with further potential reduction to $3 bdh after five years, will fall under the general ohinimis threshold and will not subject an er
to registering as a swap dealer. An entity may oreatility operations-related swaps and not beunexgl to register as a swap dealer provided
that the aggregate gross notional amount of swalindeactivity (including utility operations-relateswaps) does not exceed the general de
minimis threshold and provided that the entity hasexceeded the special entity de minimis thresf@tcluding utility operations-related
swaps) of $25 million for the preceding 12 montksel Energys current and projected swap activity is well betbese de minimis thresholt
The bill also contains provisions that should exeogtain derivatives end users from much of tlearthg and margin requirements. Xcel
Energy does not expect to be materially impactethbymargining provisions. Xcel Energy is curremtigeting all other reporting
requirements.
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SPP FTR Margining Requirement— The SPP conducted its first annual FTR auctioménspring of 2014 associated with the implementi
of the SPP Integrated Market. The process for inésgon owners involves the receipt of Auction Rawe Rights (ARRSs) and, if elected by
transmission owner, conversion of those ARRs ta #TRs. SPP requires that the transmission owrstrqodlateral for the conversion of
ARRs to FTRs. At June 30, 2015, SPS had a $36omilétter of credit posted with SPP, which wasduotion from the initial requirement of
$41 million.

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

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

Capital Sources
Short-Term Funding Sources —Xcel Energy uses a humber of sources to fulfillrsterm funding needs, including operating cash floates
payable, commercial paper and bank lines of crétie. amount and timing of short-term funding negelsend in large part on financing needs

for construction expenditures, working capital ainddend payments.

Short-Term Investments —Xcel Energy Inc., NSP-Minnesota, NSP-Wisconsin, 886d SPS maintain cash operating and short-term
investment accounts. At June 30, 2015 , approxim&®20.4 million of cash was held in these accounts

Credit Facilities —NSP-Minnesota, NSP-Wisconsin, PSCo, SPS and Xaaigyrinc. each have five-year credit agreements svigyndicate
of banks. The total size of the credit facilitiespR.75 billion and each credit facility terminae©ctober 2019.

NSF-Minnesota, PSCo, SPS and Xcel Energy Inc. each tievright to request an extension of the revglharedit facility termination date for
two additional one-year periods. NSP-Wisconsinthagight to request an extension of the revohdgregit facility termination date for an
additional one-year period. All extension requesessubject to majority bank group approval.

As of July 27, 2015, Xcel Energy Inc. and its tifikubsidiaries had the following committed crddlitilities available to meet liquidity needs:

(Millions of Dollars) Credit Facility © Drawn ®© Available Cash Liquidity
Xcel Energy Inc. $ 1,000 $ 60 $ 924C % — 3 94(
PSCo 70C 35 665 1 66€
NSP-Minnesota 50C 184 31€ 1 317
SPS 40C 257 14z 1 144
NSP-Wisconsin 15C — 15C 5 15t
Total $ 2,75C % 53¢ $ 221 % 8 $ 2,22

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

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

*  $1 billionfor Xcel Energy Inc

«  $700 millionfor PSCao

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

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

Three Months Ended June Twelve Months Ended

(Amounts in Millions, Except Interest Rates) 30, 2015 Dec. 31, 2014
Borrowing limit $ 2,75C % 2,75(
Amount outstanding at period end 451 1,02(
Average amount outstanding 78C 841
Maximum amount outstanding 1,07z 1,20C
Weighted average interest rate, computed on a tasis 0.4&% 0.3%%
Weighted average interest rate at period end 0.4¢ 0.5€

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

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

Financing — Xcel Energy issues debt and equity securitiesfinance retiring maturities, reduce shtetm debt, fund capital programs, inf
equity in subsidiaries, fund asset acquisitionsfandther general corporate purposes.

During 2015, Xcel Energy Inc. and its utility sutlisiies completed the following bond issuances:
* In May, PSCo issued $250 million of 2.9 percerstfinortgage bonds due May 15, 2(
* InJune, Xcel Energy Inc. issued $250 millionld? percent senior notes due June 1, 2017 andd2ién of 3.3 percent senior notes
due June 1, 2025; and
* In June, NSP¥isconsin issued $100 million of 3.3 percent firgirtgage bonds due June 15, 2

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

» NSF-Minnesota plans to issue approximately $600 milbbfirst mortgage bonds; a
* SPS plans to issue approximately $200 million &t finortgage bonc

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

Off-Balance-Sheet Arrangements

Xcel Energy does not have any off-balance-sheahgaments, other than those currently disclosedl hdive or are reasonably likely to have a

current or future effect on financial conditionatiyes in financial condition, revenues or expensssilts of operations, liquidity, capital
expenditures or capital resources that is matariamvestors.
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Earnings Guidance
Xcel Energy’s 2015 ongoing earnings guidance i®&2 $2.15 per share. Key assumptions relate@16 2arnings are detailed below:

e Constructive outcomes in all rate case and regylgtimceeding:

« Normal weather patterns are experienced for thaireer of the yee

*  Weathemormalized retail electric utility sales are pragetto increase approximately 0.5 perc

* Weathemormalized retail firm natural gas sales are ptegt¢o decline approximately 2 perci

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

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

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

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

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

Long-Term EPS and Dividend Growth Rate Objectives

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

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

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

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

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

Item 3 — QUANTITATIVE AND QUALITATIVE DISCLOSURES ABOUT MARK  ET RISK

See Management'’s Discussion and AnalysiBerivatives, Risk Management and Market Risk urtgsn 2.
Item 4 — CONTROLS AND PROCEDURES

Disclosure Controls and Procedures

Xcel Energy maintains a set of disclosure contaold procedures designed to ensure that informagiguired to be disclosed in reports that it
files or submits under the Securities Exchangeofdt934 is recorded, processed, summarized, armmtegbwithin the time periods specified
SEC rules and forms. In addition, the disclosunetrmis and procedures ensure that information requb be disclosed is accumulated and
communicated to management, including the chietetkee officer (CEO) and chief financial officer FO), allowing timely decisions
regarding required disclosure. As of June 30, 20i&sed on an evaluation carried out under thergispen and with the participation of Xcel
Energy’s management, including the CEO and CF@hetffectiveness of its disclosure controls amdpiocedures, the CEO and CFO have
concluded that Xcel Energy’s disclosure controld procedures were effective.

Internal Control Over Financial Reporting

No change in Xcel Ener's internal control over financial reporting hasorred during the most recent fiscal quarter tlaast imaterially
affected, or is reasonably likely to materiallyead, Xcel Energy’s internal control over finanaiaporting.
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Part Il — OTHER INFORMATION
Item 1 — LEGAL PROCEEDINGS

Xcel Energy is involved in various litigation makehat are being defended and handled in the anglitourse of business. The assessment of
whether a loss is probable or is a reasonable lgtigsiand whether the loss or a range of lossssmable, often involves a series of complex
judgments about future events. Management mainéaosials for such losses that are probable ofjdaturred and subject to reasone
estimation. Management is sometimes unable to attian amount or range of a reasonably possitbdarasertain situations, including but r
limited to when (1) the damages sought are indetert®, (2) the proceedings are in the early stayg8) the matters involve novel or
unsettled legal theories. In such cases, therenisiderable uncertainty regarding the timing omate resolution of such matters, including a
possible eventual loss.

Additional Information

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

Item 1A — RISK FACTORS

Xcel Energy Inc.’s risk factors are documentedtiéml 1A of Part | of its Annual Report on Form 10df the year ended Dec. 31, 2014 , whict
is incorporated herein by reference. There have beamaterial changes from the risk factors presfipdisclosed in the Form 10-K.

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

The following table provides information about quurchases of equity securities that are registeyeXicel Energy Inc. pursuant to Section 12
of the Exchange Act for the quarter ended JunG05 :

Issuer Purchases of Equity Securities

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

April 1, 2015 — April 30, 2015 —  $ — — _
May 1, 2015 — May 31, 2015 — — — _
June 1, 2015 — June 30, 2015 — — — —

Total — — —

Item 4 — MINE SAFETY DISCLOSURES

None.

Item 5 — OTHER INFORMATION

None.
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Item 6 — EXHIBITS

* Indicates incorporation by reference

3.01*

3.02*

4.01*

4.02*

31.01

31.02

32.01

99.01
101

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

Restated By-Laws of Xcel Energy Inc. (ExhiiO1 to Form 8-K dated Aug. 12, 2008 (file no1@1B034)).

Supplemental Indenture No. 8 dated as of June1li Bétween Xcel Energy Inc. and Wells Fargo Bardjdwal Association, as
Trustee, creating $250,000,000 aggregate prineipalunt of 1.20% Senior Notes, Series due Junell7, 20d $250,000,000
aggregate principal amount of 3.30% Senior NoteseS due June 1, 2025. (Exhibit 4.01 to Form 8aked June 1, 2015 (file no.
001-03034)).

Supplemental Indenture dated as of May 1538etween PSCo and U.S. Bank National Associatisisuccessor Trustee, creating
$250,000,000 principal amount of 2.90% First Mogig&onds, Series No. 28 due 2025. (Exhibit 4.0aion 8-K of PSCo dated
May 12, 2015 (file no. 001-03280)).

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

Principal Financial Officer’s certifications puesit to 18 U.S.C. Section 1350, as adopted pursae8ection 302 of the Sarbanes-
Oxley Act of 2002.

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

Statement pursuant to Private Securities LitigaReform Act of 1995.

The following materials from Xcel Energy Inc.’s Qtealy Report on Form 10-Q for the quarter endeteJs0, 2015 are formatted in
XBRL (eXtensible Business Reporting Language):th@ Consolidated Statements of Income, (ii) thasotidated Statements of
Comprehensive Income (iii) the Consolidated Stateémef Cash Flows, (iv) the Consolidated Balancee® (v) the Consolidated
Statements of Common Stockholders’ Equity, (vi)@éoto Consolidated Financial Statements, andduitument 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.

July 31, 2015 By: /s/ JEFFREY S. SAVAGE
Jeffrey S. Savage
Senior Vice President, Controller
(Principal Accounting Officer)

/sl TERESA S. MADDEN

Teresa S. Madden

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

CERTIFICATION

I, Ben Fowke, certify that:

1.

2.

| have reviewed this report on Form QGsf Xcel Energy Inc. (a Minnesota corporatit

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The registrant’s other certifying officer antdve disclosed, based on our most recent evafuatimternal control over financial
reporting, to the registrant’s auditors and theitte@mmittee of the registrastboard of directors (or persons performing thevaden!
functions):

a) All significant deficiencies and material weaknessethe design or operation of internal contradiofinancial reporting which a
reasonably likely to adversely affect the regisfeaability to record, process, summarize and refioancial information; and

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

Date: July 31, 2015

/s BEN FOWKE

Ben Fowke

Chairman, President, Chief Executive Officer anceBlor
(Principal Executive Officer)
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Exhibit 31.02

CERTIFICATION

I, Teresa S. Madden, certify that:

1.

2.

| have reviewed this report on Form QGsf Xcel Energy Inc. (a Minnesota corporatit

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The registrant’s other certifying officer antdve disclosed, based on our most recent evafuatimternal control over financial
reporting, to the registrant’s auditors and theitte@mmittee of the registrastboard of directors (or persons performing thevaden!
functions):

a) All significant deficiencies and material weaknessethe design or operation of internal contradiofinancial reporting which a
reasonably likely to adversely affect the regisfeaability to record, process, summarize and refioancial information; and

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

Date: July 31, 2015

/sl TERESA S. MADDEN

Teresa S. Madden

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




Exhibit 32.01
OFFICER CERTIFICATION

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

In connection with the Quarterly Report of Xcel Emelnc. (Xcel Energy) on Form 10-Q for the quagaded June 30, 2015, as filed with the
SEC on the date hereof (Form 10-Q), each of thensighed officers of Xcel Energy certifies, pursuanl8 U.S.C. Section 1350, as adopted
pursuant to Section 906 of the Sarbanes-Oxley A2002, that, to such officer’'s knowledge:

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

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

Date: July 31, 2015

/s BEN FOWKE

Ben Fowke

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

/sl TERESA S. MADDEN

Teresa S. Madden

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

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

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

The Private Securities Litigation Reform Act proagda “safe harbor” for forwardoking statements to encourage disclosures wittiwithrea
of litigation, providing those statements are idféeed as forward-looking and are accompanied by mregul, cautionary statements identifying
important factors that could cause the actual tesaldiffer materially from those projected in #tatement. Forward-looking statements are
made in written documents and oral presentation&ef Energy Inc. or any of its subsidiaries. Téettements are based on management’s
beliefs as well as assumptions and informationeiily available to management. Such forward-loglstatements are intended to be
identified in this document by the words “anticipit‘believe,” “estimate,” “expect,” “intend,” “may “objective,” “outlook,” “plan,”

“project,” “possible,” “potential,” “should” and siilar expressions. In addition to any assumptems other factors referred to specifically in
connection with such forward-looking statementstdes that could cause Xcel Energy’s actual regaltiffer materially from those
contemplated in any forward-looking statementstidel among others, the following:

” w ” w " ou ”

” o

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

e The risk of a significant slowdown in growth orctiee in the U.S. economy, the risk of delay inwgtio recovery in the U.S. economy
or the risk of increased cost for insurance prensisacurity and other items as a consequence bbpagure terrorist attacks;

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

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

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

» Availability or cost of capital such as changesdriterest rates; market perceptions of the utiligustry, Xcel Energy Inc. or any of its
subsidiaries; or security ratings;

» Factors affecting utility and nonutility operatoauch as unusual weather conditions; catastrepather-related damage;
unscheduled generation outages, maintenance drggpaanticipated changes to fossil fuel, nucfaat or natural gas supply costs or
availability due to higher demand, shortages, partation problems or other developments; nucleaneironmental incidents; cyber
incidents; or electric transmission or natural gigeline constraints;

» Employee workforce factors, including loss ornextient of key executives, collectibargaining agreements with union employee:
work stoppages;

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

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

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

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

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

e Social attitudes regarding the utility and powetustries

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

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

* Risks associated with implementations of new teldgies; ani

»  Other business or investment considerations tlagtime disclosed from time to time in Xcel Energg.1s SEC filings, including “Risk
Factors” in Item 1A of Xcel Energy’s Form 10-K fdre year ended Dec. 31, 2014 , or in other pubtidgeminated written
documents.

Xcel Energy undertakes no obligation to publiclyage or revise any forwaldeking statements, whether as a result of newrimétion, futur
events or otherwise. The foregoing review of fex&hould not be construed as exhaustive.
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