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MINNEAPOLIS SHOOTING

Reactions to the 
second killing by 
US federal agents
AFP, Minneapolis

The killing of a US citizen by federal immigration agents in 
Minneapolis on Saturday triggered a wave of criticism, from 
family members and local leaders to Hollywood stars.

Federal agents shot Alex Pretti, a 37-year-old intensive 
care nurse, less than three weeks after an Immigration 
and Customs Enforcement (ICE) officer shot and killed 
Renee Good, also 37, in her car.

The Department of Homeland Security (DHS) said 
Pretti was found to be carrying a pistol and ammunition, 
but cell phone footage of the incident has raised serious 
questions about the federal government’s description of 
the incident.

LOCAL LEADERS

Minnesota Governor Tim Walz called the shooting 
“horrific” and demanded state authorities lead the 
investigation. “The federal government cannot be trusted 

to lead this investigation. The state will handle it, period,” 
Walz told a news conference.

Senator Bill Cassidy, a Louisiana Republican, wrote on 
X: “The events in Minneapolis are incredibly disturbing. 
The credibility of ICE and DHS are at stake.”

“There must be a full joint federal and state investigation. 
We can trust the American people with the truth.”

Minneapolis Mayor Jacob Frey urged President Donald 
Trump to end the immigration operation, which has 
sparked sometimes violent demonstrations.

FAMILY AND COLLEAGUES

Pretti’s parents said in a statement he was “a kindhearted 
soul who cared deeply for his family and friends.”

“The sickening lies told about our son by the 
administration are reprehensible and disgusting,” they 
said. “Alex is clearly not holding a gun when attacked by 
Trump’s murdering and cowardly ICE thugs.”

Dimitri Drekonja, chief of the Infectious Diseases 
Section at the Minneapolis Veterans Affairs hospital and 
a colleague of Pretti, called him “a good kind person who 
lived to help.”

Pretti did not brandish gun
Witnesses, under oath, say he tried to help a woman 

shoved by US federal agents
AGENCIES

Two witnesses to the killing of Alex 
Pretti have said in sworn testimony 
that the 37-year-old intensive care 
nurse was not brandishing a weapon 
when he approached federal agents 
in Minneapolis on Saturday, 
contradicting a claim made by 
Trump administration officials as 
they sought to cast the shooting of a 
prone man as an act of self-defense.

Their accounts came in sworn 
affidavits that were filed in federal 
court in Minnesota late Saturday, 
just hours after Pretti’s killing, as 
part of a lawsuit brought by the 
ACLU on behalf of Minneapolis 
protesters against Kristi Noem 
and other homeland security 
officials directing the immigration 

crackdown in the city.
One witness is a woman who 

filmed the clearest video of the fatal 
shooting; the other is a physician 
who lives nearby and said they 
were initially prevented by federal 
officers from rendering medical aid 
to the gunshot victim.

The names of both witnesses 
were redacted in the publicly 

available filings, reports The 
Guardian online.

In her testimony, the woman who 
filmed the shooting from just behind 
Pretti wearing a pink coat identified 
herself as “a children’s entertainer 
who specializes in face painting”. 
She testified that she came to the 
scene on her way to work because 
“I’ve been involved in observing 
in my community, because it is so 
important to document what ICE is 
doing to my neighbors”.

She described the harrowing 
scene of Pretti being tackled by 
federal officers after coming to 
the aid of another observer the 
agents had shoved to the ground. 
One federal agent then sprayed a 
chemical agent in the faces of Pretti 
and the woman he had tried to help.

People gather at a makeshift memorial in Minneapolis, Minnesota, US where Alex Pretti was fatally shot as 
federal agents tried to detain him on Saturday. PHOTO: REUTERS
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AL-era power deals  
costing $1.5b a year
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These powers included 
exemptions from the 
Public Procurement Act, 
limitations on judicial 
review and broad legal 
protections for decisions 
taken under the special 
provision act.

Although framed as 
a temporary emergency 
measure, the act remained 
in force --  through repeated 
extensions -- for more than 
14 years and became the 
dominant legal framework 
governing power-sector 
contracting, the report said.

By design, the act created 
a parallel procurement 
regime operating outside 
the normal disciplines of 
competition, regulatory 
scrutiny and judicial review.

“Over time, this 
exceptional regime became 
normalised. The removal 
of competitive tension 
weakened the primary 
mechanism through which 
costs are disciplined in 
infrastructure markets,” the 
report read.

Provisions such as 
guaranteed capacity 
payments, take-or-pay 
clauses, fuel cost pass-
through, foreign-currency 
indexation and sovereign 
guarantees protected power 
producers from commercial 
risk while locking in high 
costs.

“Individually, some of 
these provisions are not 
uncommon in power-sector 
contracts, particularly in 
early-stage or high-risk 
markets. However, under the 
2010 act, they were applied 
cumulatively, without 
competitive discipline, and 
often without adequate 
benchmarking.”

Though the interim 
government has repealed 
the act, the true remedy is 
in surgically dismantling 
the financial legacy left 
behind in the form of 20-
year contracts.

Solar power purchase 
agreements (PPAs) failed to 
adjust to rapidly declining 
global photovoltaic costs 
and, in several cases, 

exceeded reasonable 
benchmarks by roughly 
70–80 percent.

Heavy fuel oil plants 
exhibited margins of 
approximately 40–50 
percent above benchmark 
generation costs.

Unsolicited combined-
cycle gas projects were 
consistently above 
benchmark tariff bands, 
suggesting standardised 
negotiated premiums 
rather than cost-based 
pricing.

“Excess pricing was 
therefore not incidental 
or temporary; it was 
structural,” the report said.

As the single buyer of 
electricity, Bangladesh 
Power Development Board 
(PDB) absorbed the full 
impact of excess pricing at 
the generation level.

“These costs were then 
transmitted mechanically 
into PDB’s financial 
position and, ultimately, 
into the national budget.”

Between fiscal 2010-11 
and fiscal 2023-24, total 
payments to independent 
power producers increased 
more than elevenfold, 
while electricity generation 
increased only about 
fourfold, indicating that 
financial obligations rose 
far faster than physical 
output. 

Capacity payments are 
the primary driver of this 
divergence, the report said.

The fixed capacity 
charges have grown 
disproportionately relative 
to electricity produced, 
especially for underutilised 
plants. In many cases, the 
payments increase even 
as generation stagnates or 
declines.

“This confirms that 
excess capacity, combined 
with rigid contract design, 
converts underutilisation 
directly into excess 
payments, independent of 
fuel costs or operational 
efficiency.”

As fixed capacity 
obligations expanded, 
PDB’s revenues became 

increasingly insufficient 
to cover contracted costs, 
leading to losses exceeding 
Tk 50,000 crore annually 
and arrears surpassing Tk 
55,000 crore by fiscal 2024-
25.

Over the last decade, 
retail electricity tariffs in 
Bangladesh have risen 
significantly across all 
major consumer categories, 
reflecting the transmission 
of generation cost pressures 
into end-user prices.

Once translated into 
retail terms, cost-recovery 
electricity tariffs in 
Bangladesh would likely 
exceed industrial tariffs 
in Vietnam, China and 
Pakistan, and approach or 
surpass those in India.

Besides, a number of 
large baseload plants are 
infrastructure-constrained 
-- unable to operate reliably 
even when demand exists -- 
due to binding fuel supply 
limitations and evacuation 
constraints.

Weak accountability 
and institutional capture 
prevented corrective action, 
the report said.

Legal protections, 
weakened regulatory 
oversight, market 
concentration and the 
constrained role of the 
PDB allowed inefficiencies 
to persist despite growing 
evidence of financial strain.

The committee warned 
that delays in reform 
carry measurable and 
compounding costs, 
diverting public funds 
from transmission 
upgrades, renewable 
energy integration, energy 
efficiency initiatives and 
social spending.

“These opportunity 
costs are not abstract. 
They represent forgone 
improvements in service 
quality, affordability and 
economic competitiveness.”

The committee flagged 
six power plants as having 
“egregious anomalies” with 
potential corruption risks: 
Adani Power, SS Power, 
Summit Meghnaghat, 

Reliance–JERA, Payra Coal 
Power Plant and Rupsha 
Power Plant.

It recommended 
cancelling the Adani Power 
deal and renegotiating 
tariffs for several others, 
citing what it described 
as “substantial proof” of 
corruption in the Adani 
agreement.

Regarding SS Power, 
the report said two large 
plants were awarded 
under a single contract, 
weakening price discovery 
and concentrating financial 
exposure.

Multiple large plants 
were clustered at one 
site, including the 
Summit Meghnaghat 
facility, approved despite 
tightening gas supply -- 
creating vulnerability to 
underutilisation.

In the case of Reliance–
JERA, the committee 
said capacity that was 
underutilised in India was 
transferred to Bangladesh 
under a long-term contract, 
shifting utilisation risk to 
PDB amid domestic fuel 
constraints.

The Payra Coal Power 
Plant was built alongside 
major public investment 
in port infrastructure that 
lacks the characteristics of 
a viable deep-sea coal hub, 
embedding logistics risk 
into generation planning.

Rupsha Power Plant 
was constructed without 
assured fuel supply or 
surplus LNG capacity, 
leaving technically 
capable assets structurally 
underutilised.

“These anomalies did 
not arise by accident. They 
were the result of collusion 
designed to generate 
massive excess profits 
(rents) shared between 
parties. Most power 
purchase agreements 
guarantee fixed capacity 
payments regardless of 
plant utilisation -- turning 
stranded capacity into a 
recurring fiscal burden 
rather than a one-time 
loss.”

PDB paying Adani 50% 
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When the plant was approved 
in 2017, the per kilowatt-
hour (kWh) price was set at 
$0.0861 -- the highest initial 
tariff between its peer plants 
-- and now costing $0.149 per 
kWh, the report said.

The Adani contract 
commands a 39.7 percent 
premium over its nearest 
private-sector competitor 
and a 2.7-fold cost multiple 
over legacy public-sector 
contracts.

“This divergence was 
driven not by operational 
inefficiency, but by the 
interaction of fuel pass-
through, exchange-rate 
indexation and the spreading 
of fixed capacity charges 
over lower-than-anticipated 
dispatch volumes.” 

The committee found 
substantial documents that 
could prove corruption in 
the deal in any court, said 
Mushtaq Khan, professor of 
economics at the UK’s SOAS 
University and a member of 
the national committee.

 “The structure of this 
contract is such that it could 
itself be considered initial 
evidence of corruption. 
Under international law, the 
irregularities in a contract 
often indicate the presence 
of corruption -- because no 
prudent official or politician 
would normally sign such an 
agreement.” 

The committee has 
identified at least six officials 
of the Prime Minister’s Office 
and the power division who 
directly benefited from the 
deal, Khan added.

The report mentioned 
different letters between 
Adani Power and the then 
government high-ups before 
the deal was signed.

Cancelling the deal is 
a political decision, said 
Khan at a press conference 
yesterday. 

“Whichever government 
comes to power after the 
national election must make 
a clear commitment now that 
full legal and institutional 
action will be taken regarding 
the Adani contract.”

However, challenging this 
contract could lead to short-
term electricity shortages and 
load-shedding. 

“The public must be 

mentally prepared for this 
-- accepting six months to a 
year of hardship in order to 
free the country from a 25-
year burden will ultimately 
be better for the nation in the 
long run,” he added.

The project was approved 
through an unsolicited 
process without open 
tendering, systematic 
benchmarking or transparent 
documentation of value-for-
money considerations.

The power purchase 
agreement incorporated a 
number of highly unusual 
provisions, including full 
pass-through of Indian 
corporate taxes into the 
Bangladesh tariff, gross 
up clauses insulating the 
sponsor from Bangladeshi 
withholding taxes and 
political-event clauses that 
expose the Bangladesh Power 
Development Board (PDB) 
to tariff escalation linked to 
regulatory or policy actions 
by the Indian government, 
the report said.

In 2015, the power division 
approved the signing of two 
memoranda of understanding 
(MoU) between the PDB and 
Adani Power to build a power 
plant in India and another in 
Cox’s Bazar.

Subsequently, one MoU 
was signed only for the 
establishment of the power 
plant in India. However, no 
detailed feasibility studies 
were conducted to address 
why the power plant was not 
established in Maheshkhali 
or the reasons behind the 
establishment of the power 
plant in India’s Jharkhand.

“It was already known at 
that time that a coal-based 
power plant in India that 
would only sell power to 
Bangladesh would have to 
use imported coal and could 
not use the much cheaper 
Indian coal. This undermined 
any advantage of locating the 
plant in India as opposed to 
Bangladesh as both would 
use imported coal.”

In addition, the plant 
would have the extra cost 
of transmitting the power 
to Bangladesh over a long 
distance. And Bangladesh 
would have great difficulty 
in valuing coal used in 
Jharkhand as it would not be 
imported into Bangladesh.


