.12 : Aiviﬂ Davenport, who leased a condom

inium at the
Sland, Soygh
at the floog-

nit were not
got around to fixing

Cotton Hope Plantation on Hilton Head |

Carolina, complained to Cott(?n Hope th
lights at the bottom of the stairs to his y
 working. Before Cotton Hope

~ the floodlights, Davenport was injured when he tried

to descend the stairs one night. He fell after attempt-
“ing to place his foot on what appeared to be a step
~ but actually was a shadow caused by .th_e 1noperat1v.e
floodlights. Davenport filed a neghgence lawsuit
acainst Cotton Hope in a Sogth Cgrohna court. The
c;urt directed a verdict aga1n§t him .af.ter conclud-
ing that he had assumed the r.lsk of m;ury. Da;/le?é
port appealed, and that state’s intermediate 3ptﬁzt :S'

court reversed. The appellate court r'ezzlsonen L.
| sumption of risk was no longer an in ep::hat oo
total defense, but was ins.teac.i beha\gor e
be considered in a determination of the p g
i h Carolina’s comparative N
tive fault under Sout ors court held that
~ gence rule. Accordingl}f, the appeld have gone (o the
- the assumption of risk 1ssu¢ sho}tlle Suprome Court fe
jury. Cotton Hope appealed to the .

o e the ques-
5 South Carolina. How did that court rule on t¢-

e or, -
B tion whether assumption remains a tot

' t8 8ie

i under the sta e

instead, is behavior to be evaluated_}lﬂ e

, et L L T
comparative negligence rule?



