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RAM REZ, J.

The State of Florida appeals the inposition of a downward

departure sentence. We affirmbecause the objectionto adeparture

sentence was not properly preserved and none of the argunments



rai sed on appeal were nmade to the trial court bel ow.

At the onset of the probation violation hearing, the State
offered the appellee, Reyard Leggett, a plea to a seven-year
sentence, which constituted a downward departure sentence. The
trial court initially rejected any plea discussions apparently
because the parties had fail ed to reach an agreenent earlier. After
hearing the evidence, however, the judge offered to sentence
Leggett to three years in state prison with no credit for tinme
served. The State objected, stating that the judge was sentencing
Leggett to half the sentence offered by the State after it had been
forced to hold a hearing and call w tnesses. In actuality,
however, the sentence was not half the seven-year sentence of fered
by the State because Leggett would have been entitled to al nost
three years credit for tine served.

The State argues that thetrial court inproperly initiatedthe
pl ea bar gai ni ng process and t hat the court did not provi de reasons

for the departure. AsinState v. Henriquez, 717 So. 2d 1087 (Fl a.

3d DCA 1998), the State should have called the trial court’s
attention to the need for downward departure reasons. W al so
affirmbecause the State hadinitially offered a departure sentence
and had never withdrawn that offer at thetime the trial court nmade

its offer to Leggett. See State v. Aquilar, 775 So. 2d 994, 996

(Fla. 3d DCA 2001) (“Were the state and t he def endant agree that

a departure fromthe sentencing guidelines is appropriate, the



extent of the departureis withinthe sound di scretionof thetrial
j udge.”).

Affirnmed.



