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THOMAS, Judge. 

Monique Jackson appeals from a judgment d i s m i s s i n g her 

a c t i o n a g a i n s t the Geneva County Board of E d u c a t i o n ("the 

B o a r d " ) ; Becky B i r d s o n g , the s u p e r i n t e n d e n t of the Geneva 

County S c h o o l System; and Greg Trawick, M a r c i a Solomon, Martha 
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Windham, Derek Warren, and Johnny R e g i s t e r , the members of the 

Board ( h e r e i n a f t e r c o l l e c t i v e l y r e f e r r e d t o as "the 

d e f e n d a n t s " ) . We a f f i r m . 

On September 24, 2012, Jackson f i l e d a " c o m p l a i n t and 

p e t i t i o n f o r d e c l a r a t o r y and i n j u n c t i v e r e l i e f and p e t i t i o n 

f o r w r i t of mandamus" a g a i n s t the defendants s e e k i n g a 

d e c l a r a t i o n t h a t the defendants had v i o l a t e d A l a . Code 1975, 

§ 16-24C-4, a s e c t i o n of the Students F i r s t A c t , c o d i f i e d a t 

§ 16-24C-1 e t seq., A l a . Code 1975, by, she a l l e g e d , 

nonrenewing her employment c o n t r a c t and denying her t e n u r e 

based upon i m p e r m i s s i b l e p o l i t i c a l and p e r s o n a l reasons. 

S p e c i f i c a l l y , she a l l e g e d t h a t the defendants had not renewed 

her employment c o n t r a c t f o r the 2012-2013 s c h o o l year because, 

she s a i d , she had s u p p o r t e d the p r e v i o u s p r i n c i p a l who had 

been o u s t e d by the Board. Thus, she a l l e g e d t h a t the 

nonrenewal of her employment c o n t r a c t was based p u r e l y on 

p o l i t i c a l and p e r s o n a l r e a s o n s . I n the c o m p l a i n t , Jackson 

a l s o sought t o be r e i n s t a t e d as a t e a c h e r , t o a t t a i n t e n u r e d 

s t a t u s , and t o be awarded backpay she a l l e g e d she would have 
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been p a i d had her employment c o n t r a c t not been i m p r o p e r l y 

nonrenewed as she a l l e g e d i n the c o m p l a i n t . 1 

On October 11, 2012, the defendants f i l e d a motion t o 

d i s m i s s Jackson's c o m p l a i n t . I n t h e i r motion, t h e y a s s e r t e d 

t h a t Jackson had f a i l e d t o s t a t e a c l a i m upon which r e l i e f 

c o u l d be g r a n t e d because, they contended, § 16-24C-4 d i d not 

a p p l y t o a p r o b a t i o n a r y employee, such as Jackson, but i n s t e a d 

t h a t § 16-24C-5(c) a p p l i e d t o Jackson. A d d i t i o n a l l y , i n t h e i r 

motion they c l a i m e d t h a t they were e n t i t l e d t o S t a t e immunity 

under § 14, A l a . Const. 1901. On November 8, 2012, Jackson 

f i l e d a response i n o p p o s i t i o n t o the d e f e n d a n t s ' motion t o 

d i s m i s s . The defendants f i l e d a r e p l y t o Jackson's response. 

On January 3, 2013, the t r i a l c o u r t e n t e r e d an o r d e r 

d i s m i s s i n g Jackson's c o m p l a i n t on two a l t e r n a t e grounds. 

S p e c i f i c a l l y , the t r i a l c o u r t ' s January 3, 2013, o r d e r 

determined t h a t the defendants were e n t i t l e d t o immunity and 

a l t e r n a t i v e l y t h a t Jackson had f a i l e d t o s t a t e a c l a i m f o r 

1 S p e c i f i c a l l y , i n r e g a r d t o the c l a i m f o r backpay, 
Jackson's c o m p l a i n t s t a t e d : "[Jackson] seeks an i n j u n c t i o n or 
W r i t of Mandamus t o r e q u i r e [the defendants] t o e x e r c i s e a 
n o n - d i s c r e t i o n a r y , m i n i s t e r i a l d uty t o pay a l i q u i d a t e d sum, 
monies owed b e g i n n i n g the 2012/2013 s c h o o l term u n t i l 
p r e s e n t . " 
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which r e l i e f c o u l d be g r a n t e d because, i t con c l u d e d , "the 

p r o h i b i t i o n of ' p e r s o n a l or p o l i t i c a l a c t i o n s ' p r o v i d e d f o r i n 

the Students F i r s t A c t (SFA) r e l a t e s o n l y t o t e n u r e d 

t e a c h e r s / e m p l o y e e s . " On January 17, 2013, Jackson f i l e d a 

motion t o a l t e r , amend, or v a c a t e the t r i a l c o u r t ' s o r d e r 

d i s m i s s i n g her c o m p l a i n t . I n her postjudgment motion, she 

argued t h a t the o r d e r d i s m i s s i n g the c o m p l a i n t was 

i n c o n s i s t e n t , t h a t the defendants were not e n t i t l e d t o 

immunity upon her c l a i m s , and t h a t the t r i a l c o u r t had e r r e d 

i n c o n c l u d i n g t h a t § 16-24C-4 d i d not a p p l y t o Jackson, a 

nontenured employee. On March 19, 2013, the t r i a l c o u r t 

e n t e r e d an o r d e r denying Jackson's postjudgment motion, 

s t a t i n g s e v e r a l a d d i t i o n a l f i n d i n g s t h a t s u p p o r t e d the t r i a l 

c o u r t ' s o r i g i n a l o r d e r c o n c l u d i n g t h a t § 16-24C-4 d i d not 

a p p l y t o Jackson, a nontenured employee. Jackson f i l e d a 

t i m e l y n o t i c e of a p p e a l t o t h i s c o u r t on A p r i l 2, 2013. 

"' I n Nance v. Matthews, 622 So. 2d 297 ( A l a . 
1993), [the supreme c o u r t ] s t a t e d the s t a n d a r d of 
r e v i e w a p p l i c a b l e t o a r u l i n g on a motion t o 
d i s m i s s : 

"'On a p p e a l , a d i s m i s s a l i s not 
e n t i t l e d t o a presumption of c o r r e c t n e s s . 
The a p p r o p r i a t e s t a n d a r d of r e v i e w under 
Rule 1 2 ( b ) ( 6 ) [ , A l a . R. C i v . P.,] i s 
whether, when the a l l e g a t i o n s of the 
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c o m p l a i n t are viewed most s t r o n g l y i n the 
p l e a d e r ' s f a v o r , i t appears t h a t the 
p l e a d e r c o u l d prove any s e t o f 
c i r c u m s t a n c e s t h a t would e n t i t l e [ i t ] t o 
r e l i e f . In making t h i s d e t e r m i n a t i o n , t h i s 
C o u r t does not c o n s i d e r whether the 
p l a i n t i f f w i l l u l t i m a t e l y p r e v a i l , but o n l y 
whether [ i t ] may p o s s i b l y p r e v a i l . We note 
t h a t a R u l e 1 2 ( b ) ( 6 ) d i s m i s s a l i s p r o p e r 
o n l y when i t appears beyond doubt t h a t the 
p l a i n t i f f can prove no s e t o f f a c t s i n 
s u p p o r t o f the c l a i m t h a t would e n t i t l e the 
p l a i n t i f f t o r e l i e f . ' 

"622 So. 2d a t 299 ( c i t a t i o n s o m i t t e d ) . " 

Knox v. Western World I n s . Co., 893 So. 2d 321, 322 ( A l a . 

2004). 

In her b r i e f t o t h i s c o u r t , Jackson contends t h a t the 

t r i a l c o u r t e r r e d t o r e v e r s a l i n d i s m i s s i n g her c o m p l a i n t 

because, she says, (1) the t r i a l c o u r t ' s judgment i s 

i n c o n s i s t e n t , (2) the defendants are not e n t i t l e d t o immunity 

r e g a r d i n g her c l a i m s , and (3) § 16-24C-4 a p p l i e s t o a l l 

employees, b o t h t e n u r e d and nontenured. In c o n s i d e r i n g these 

arguments on a p p e a l , we note t h a t , " i f the t r i a l c o u r t ' s 

judgment o f d i s m i s s a l i s c o r r e c t f o r any reason, we must 

a f f i r m , even i f the t r i a l c o u r t gave the wrong reason or i f i t 

gave no reason a t a l l . " M o r r i s o n v. F r a n k l i n , 655 So. 2d 964, 

966 ( A l a . 1995). 
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We t u r n t o Jackson's t h i r d argument — t h a t the t r i a l 

c o u r t e r r e d i n d e t e r m i n i n g t h a t § 16-24C-4 a p p l i e d t o o n l y 

t e n u r e d t e a c h e r s and n o n p r o b a t i o n a r y employees as opposed t o 

a l l employees -- because we f i n d the r e s o l u t i o n of t h a t 

argument d e t e r m i n a t i v e of the a p p e a l . In t h i s case, the t r i a l 

c o u r t found t h a t § 16-24C-4 does not a p p l y t o nontenured 

t e a c h e r s , such as J a c k s o n . Thus, the t r i a l c o u r t c o n c l u d e d 

t h a t J a c k s o n had f a i l e d t o s t a t e a c l a i m f o r which r e l i e f 

c o u l d be g r a n t e d because her c l a i m s sought r e l i e f based upon 

the language of § 16-24C-4, which i t h e l d was not a p p l i c a b l e 

t o h e r . S p e c i f i c a l l y , i n i t s o r d e r denying Jackson's 

postjudgment motion, the t r i a l c o u r t s t a t e d : 

"1. That t h e r e i s no s t a t u t o r y duty of the Board 
not t o t a k e a c t i o n a g a i n s t the non-tenured 
t e a c h e r i n t h i s case. 

"2. The S u p e r i n t e n d e n t and the Board have no 
s t a t u t o r y l e g a l duty not t o take a c t i o n a g a i n s t 
the non-tenured teacher/employee i n t h i s case 
p u r s u a n t t o the S t u d e n t [ s ] F i r s t A c t [ , § 
16-24C-1 e t seq., A l a . Code 1975.] 

"3. The Court f u r t h e r d e c l a r e s t h a t S e c t i o n 16-24C-
4 of the S t u d e n t [ s ] F i r s t A c t a p p l i e s t o 
t e n u r e d t e a c h e r s and c l a s s i f i e d employees who 
have o b t a i n e d n o n - p r o b a t i o n a r y s t a t u s . 

"4. And i t i s f u r t h e r d e c l a r e d t h a t the p e t i t i o n e r 
i s a non-tenured t e a c h e r t e r m i n a t e d p u r s u a n t t o 
S e c t i o n 16-24C-5[,] Code of Al[abama] 1975." 
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We agree w i t h the t r i a l c o u r t ' s d i s m i s s a l of the c o m p l a i n t on 

t h i s ground. 

In S t a t e Farm Mutual Automobile Insurance Co. v. M o t l e y , 

909 So. 2d 806, 813-14 ( A l a . 2005), our supreme c o u r t s t a t e d : 

" ' "Words used i n a s t a t u t e must be g i v e n 
t h e i r n a t u r a l , p l a i n , o r d i n a r y , and 
commonly u n d e r s t o o d meaning, and where 
p l a i n language i s used a c o u r t i s bound t o 
i n t e r p r e t t h a t language t o mean e x a c t l y 
what i t says. I f the language of the 
s t a t u t e i s unambiguous, then t h e r e i s no 
room f o r j u d i c i a l c o n s t r u c t i o n and the 
c l e a r l y e x p r e s s e d i n t e n t of the L e g i s l a t u r e 
must be g i v e n e f f e c t . " ' 

"Blue Cross & B l u e S h i e l d v. N i e l s e n , 714 So. 2d 
293, 296 ( A l a . 1998) ( q u o t i n g IMED Corp. v. Systems  
Eng'g A s s o c s . Corp., 602 So. 2d 344, 346 ( A l a . 
1992)). 

"'Of c o u r s e , the r u l e i s w e l l 
r e c o g n i z e d t h a t i n the c o n s t r u c t i o n of a 
s t a t u t e , the l e g i s l a t i v e i n t e n t i s t o be 
determined from a c o n s i d e r a t i o n of the 
whole a c t w i t h r e f e r e n c e t o the s u b j e c t 
m a t t e r t o which i t a p p l i e s and the 
p a r t i c u l a r t o p i c under which the language 
i n q u e s t i o n i s found. The i n t e n t so deduced 
from the whole w i l l p r e v a i l over t h a t of a 
p a r t i c u l a r p a r t c o n s i d e r e d s e p a r a t e l y . ' 

" B l a i r v. Greene, 246 A l a . 28, 30, 18 So. 2d 688, 
689 (1944). 

" ' I t i s w e l l s e t t l e d t h a t when i t i s 
i n t e r p r e t i n g a s t a t u t e t h i s Court seeks t o 
g i v e e f f e c t t o the i n t e n t of the 
L e g i s l a t u r e , as determined p r i m a r i l y from 
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the language of the s t a t u t e i t s e l f . Beavers  
v. County of Walker, 645 So. 2d 1365, 1376 
( A l a . 1994) ( c i t i n g Ex p a r t e M c C a l l , 596 
So. 2d 2 ( A l a . C i v . App. 1 9 9 [ 1 ] ) ) ; 
Volkswagen of America, In c . v. D i l l a r d , 57 9 
So. 2d 1301 ( A l a . 1991) . A l s o , our r u l e s of 
s t a t u t o r y c o n s t r u c t i o n d i r e c t us t o l o o k a t 
the s t a t u t e as a whole t o determine the 
meaning of c e r t a i n language t h a t i s , when 
viewed i n i s o l a t i o n , s u s c e p t i b l e t o 
m u l t i p l e r e a s o n a b l e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s . McRae  
v. S e c u r i t y Pac. Hous. S e r v s . , I n c . , 62 8 
So. 2d 429 ( A l a . 1993).' 

"Ex p a r t e A l f a F i n . Corp., 762 So. 2d 850, 853 ( A l a . 
1999) . 

"'"When i n t e r p r e t i n g a s t a t u t e , [a 
c o u r t ] must re a d the s t a t u t e as a whole 
because s t a t u t o r y language depends on 
c o n t e x t ; [a c o u r t ] w i l l presume t h a t the 
L e g i s l a t u r e knew the meaning of words i t 
used when i t e n a c t e d the s t a t u t e . " ' 

"Ex p a r t e USX Corp., 881 So. 2d 437, 442 ( A l a . 
2003) ( q u o t i n g Bean Dredging, L.L.C. v. Alabama Dep't  
of Revenue, 855 So. 2d 513, 517 ( A l a . 2 0 0 3 ) ) . " 

S e c t i o n 16-24C-4, e n t i t l e d "Tenure of t e a c h e r s ; 

n o n p r o b a t i o n a r y s t a t u s of c l a s s i f i e d employees," a p a r t of the 

Students F i r s t A c t , s t a t e s , i n p e r t i n e n t p a r t : 

"No a c t i o n may be proposed or approved based 
upon p e r s o n a l or p o l i t i c a l reasons on the p a r t of 
the employer, c h i e f e x e c u t i v e o f f i c e r , or g o v e r n i n g 
board. A t e a c h e r s h a l l a t t a i n t e n u r e , and a 
c l a s s i f i e d employee s h a l l a t t a i n n o n p r o b a t i o n a r y 
s t a t u s as f o l l o w s : 
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"(1) Except as o t h e r w i s e p r o v i d e d by 
S e c t i o n 16-23-3, a t e a c h e r who i s not an 
employee of a two-year e d u c a t i o n a l 
i n s t i t u t i o n o p e r a t e d under the a u t h o r i t y 
and c o n t r o l of the Department of 
P o s t s e c o n d a r y E d u c a t i o n , s h a l l a t t a i n  
t e n u r e upon the c o m p l e t i o n of t h r e e  
complete, c o n s e c u t i v e s c h o o l years of  
f u l l - t i m e employment as a t e a c h e r w i t h the  
same employer u n l e s s the g o v e r n i n g b o a r d  
approves and i s s u e s w r i t t e n n o t i c e of  
t e r m i n a t i o n t o the t e a c h e r on or b e f o r e the  
l a s t day of the t e a c h e r ' s t h i r d  
c o n s e c u t i v e , complete s c h o o l year of  
employment. ..." 

(Emphasis added.) As noted above, the t r i a l c o u r t c o n c l u d e d 

t h a t § 16-24C-4 a p p l i e d o n l y t o t e n u r e d t e a c h e r s and 

n o n p r o b a t i o n a r y employees because § 16-24C-5 was a p p l i c a b l e t o 

a p r o b a t i o n a r y t e a c h e r , 2 such as J a c k s o n . S e c t i o n 16-24C-5, 

e n t i t l e d " T e r m i n a t i o n of employment -- N o t i c e ; compensation 

and b e n e f i t s , " s t a t e s , i n p e r t i n e n t p a r t : 

"(c) P r o b a t i o n a r y t e a c h e r s ... may be t e r m i n a t e d  
at the d i s c r e t i o n of the employer upon the w r i t t e n 
recommendation of the c h i e f e x e c u t i v e o f f i c e r , a 
m a j o r i t y v o t e of the g o v e r n i n g board, and i s s u a n c e 
of w r i t t e n n o t i c e of t e r m i n a t i o n t o the t e a c h e r on 
or b e f o r e the f i f t e e n t h day of June. ... The 
employment of any p r o b a t i o n a r y t e a c h e r may be 
t e r m i n a t e d b e f o r e the c o m p l e t i o n of the s c h o o l year 
upon a t l e a s t 30 c a l e n d a r days' w r i t t e n n o t i c e of 

2 S e c t i o n 16-24C-3(8), A l a . Code 1975, s t a t e s t h a t "[a] 
p r o b a t i o n a r y t e a c h e r i s a t e a c h e r who has not a t t a i n e d 
t e n u r e . " 
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the date on which the g o v e r n i n g b o a r d i s s c h e d u l e d 
to v o t e on such recommendation. Upon i s s u a n c e of 
such n o t i c e , the t e a c h e r may submit a w r i t t e n 
statement t o the c h i e f e x e c u t i v e o f f i c e r and the 
g o v e r n i n g board e x p l a i n i n g why such a c t i o n s h o u l d 
not be t a k e n . ... 

"(d) The d e c i s i o n t o t e r m i n a t e the employment of  
any p r o b a t i o n a r y employee s h a l l be f i n a l 

(Emphasis added.) 

On a p p e a l , Jackson argues t h a t , under the p l a i n language 

of § 16-24C-4, the p r o h i b i t i o n a g a i n s t p e r s o n n e l d e c i s i o n s 

b e i n g made based upon " p e r s o n a l or p o l i t i c a l r e a s o n s " a p p l i e s 

t o b o t h t e n u r e d and nontenured t e a c h e r s because, she says, the 

p l a i n language of t h a t s t a t u t e c l e a r l y s t a t e s : "No a c t i o n may 

be proposed or approved based upon p e r s o n a l or p o l i t i c a l 

reasons on the p a r t of the employer, c h i e f e x e c u t i v e o f f i c e r , 

or g o v e r n i n g board." In essence, she contends t h a t the 

defendants i m p r o p e r l y d e n i e d her t e n u r e by t e r m i n a t i n g her 

employment p r i o r t o her " c o m p l e t i o n of t h r e e complete, 

c o n s e c u t i v e s c h o o l years of f u l l - t i m e employment as a t e a c h e r " 

based on i m p e r m i s s i b l e " p o l i t i c a l and p e r s o n a l r e a s o n s . " § 16-

24C-4(1). In c o n t r a s t , the defendants contend t h a t Jackson's 

argument i s m i s g u i d e d because i t f o c u s e s on one sentence of § 

16-24C-4 i n i s o l a t i o n w h i l e the p l a i n language of the Students 
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F i r s t A c t as a whole s u p p o r t s the t r i a l c o u r t ' s c o n c l u s i o n 

t h a t § 16-24C-4 does not a p p l y t o a p r o b a t i o n a r y t e a c h e r , such 

as Jackson, but i n s t e a d t h a t § 16-24C-5(c) a p p l i e s t o J a c k s o n . 

We t u r n t o the r u l e s of s t a t u t o r y i n s t r u c t i o n t o c o n s i d e r the 

arguments on a p p e a l . 

L o o k i n g t o the p l a i n language of the s t a t u t e , § 16-24C-

4(1) c l e a r l y s t a t e s t h a t a p r o b a t i o n a r y employee " s h a l l " 

a t t a i n t e n u r e d s t a t u s "upon the c o m p l e t i o n of t h r e e complete, 

c o n s e c u t i v e s c h o o l years of f u l l - t i m e employment as a t e a c h e r 

w i t h the same employer." Thus, p u r s u a n t t o the p l a i n language 

of the s t a t u t e , t e n u r e d s t a t u s i s a u t o m a t i c based upon the 

c o m p l e t i o n of w o r k i n g as a t e a c h e r f o r a s p e c i f i c c o n s e c u t i v e 

p e r i o d and cannot be a t t a i n e d based on " p o l i t i c a l or p e r s o n a l 

r e a s o n s . " S e c t i o n 16-24C-4 i s a g e n e r a l s t a t u t e g o v e r n i n g the 

manner i n which a p r o b a t i o n a r y employee, depending upon h i s or 

her c l a s s i f i c a t i o n , a u t o m a t i c a l l y a t t a i n s t e n u r e . However, 

the Students F i r s t A c t c o n t a i n s s e v e r a l o t h e r more s p e c i f i c 

s t a t u t e s d e t a i l i n g the p r o c e d u r e f o r t e r m i n a t i o n of an 

employee based upon h i s or her c l a s s i f i c a t i o n . I t i s a w e l l 

s e t t l e d r u l e of s t a t u t o r y c o n s t r u c t i o n t h a t "[w]here s t a t u t e s 

i n p a r i m a t e r i a are g e n e r a l and s p e c i f i c , the more s p e c i f i c 
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s t a t u t e c o n t r o l s the more g e n e r a l s t a t u t e . " C r a w f ord v.  

S p r i n g l e , 631 So. 2d 880, 882 ( A l a . 1993). 

In t h i s case, i t i s u n d i s p u t e d t h a t Jackson was a 

p r o b a t i o n a r y t e a c h e r a t the time of her t e r m i n a t i o n because 

she was "a t e a c h e r who ha[d] not a t t a i n e d t e n u r e . " § 16-24C-

3 ( 8 ) . As noted p r e v i o u s l y , § 16-24C-5 p r o v i d e s the s p e c i f i c 

p r o v i s i o n r e g a r d i n g the t e r m i n a t i o n of a p r o b a t i o n a r y t e a c h e r , 

such as Jackson, p r i o r t o h i s or her a t t a i n m e n t of t e n u r e d 

s t a t u s . S e c t i o n 16-24C-5(c) s t a t e s t h a t a p r o b a t i o n a r y 

t e a c h e r "may be t e r m i n a t e d a t the d i s c r e t i o n of the employer." 

Thus, t h i s p r o v i s i o n e x p l i c i t l y a l l o w s an employer t o 

t e r m i n a t e a p r o b a t i o n a r y t e a c h e r a t h i s d i s c r e t i o n p r i o r t o 

the employee's a t t a i n i n g t e n u r e d s t a t u s w i t h o u t any 

p r o h i b i t i o n t h a t the t e r m i n a t i o n not be based on p o l i t i c a l or 

p e r s o n a l reasons. A d d i t i o n a l l y , § 16-24C-5(d) goes on t o 

s t a t e t h a t any d i s c r e t i o n a r y t e r m i n a t i o n of a p r o b a t i o n a r y 

t e a c h e r " s h a l l be f i n a l . " 

In c o n t r a s t , § 16-24C-6 p r o v i d e s the procedure f o r 

t e r m i n a t i o n of a t e n u r e d t e a c h e r or n o n p r o b a t i o n a r y c l a s s i f i e d 

employee and s t a t e s , i n p e r t i n e n t p a r t : 

"(a) Tenured t e a c h e r s and n o n p r o b a t i o n a r y 
c l a s s i f i e d employees may be t e r m i n a t e d a t any time 
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because of a j u s t i f i a b l e decrease i n the number of 
p o s i t i o n s or f o r incompetency, i n s u b o r d i n a t i o n , 
n e g l e c t of duty, i m m o r a l i t y , f a i l u r e t o p e r f o r m 
d u t i e s i n a s a t i s f a c t o r y manner, or o t h e r good and 
j u s t cause, s u b j e c t t o the r i g h t s and p r o c e d u r e s 
h e r e i n a f t e r p r o v i d e d . However, a v o t e or d e c i s i o n t o 
approve a recommended t e r m i n a t i o n on the p a r t of ... 
the g o v e r n i n g b o a r d s h a l l not be made f o r p o l i t i c a l  
or p e r s o n a l r e a s o n s . " 

(Emphasis added.) Moreover, § 16-24C-6 goes on t o p r o v i d e 

d e t a i l e d p r o c e d u r e s f o r an a p p e a l of a t e n u r e d t e a c h e r ' s or 

n o n p r o b a t i o n a r y c l a s s i f i e d employee's t e r m i n a t i o n . Thus, we 

must conclude t h a t i f the l e g i s l a t u r e had wished t o s t a t e t h a t 

p r o b a t i o n a r y t e a c h e r s c o u l d not be t e r m i n a t e d f o r p o l i t i c a l or 

p e r s o n a l reasons i n the language of § 16-24C-5, i t knew how t o 

do so because i t c l e a r l y i n c l u d e d t h a t language i n § 16-24C-6. 

A c c o r d i n g l y , l o o k i n g t o the S t u d e n t s F i r s t A c t as a 

whole, as we must do, because § 16-24C-5 i s the s p e c i f i c 

p r o v i s i o n t h a t p r o v i d e s an employer a u t h o r i t y t o t e r m i n a t e a 

p r o b a t i o n a r y employee a t i t s d i s c r e t i o n p r i o r t o the 

employee's a t t a i n m e n t of t e n u r e and because the more s p e c i f i c 

s t a t u t e c o n t r o l s the more g e n e r a l s t a t u t e under the r u l e s of 

s t a t u t o r y c o n s t r u c t i o n , we conclude t h a t § 16-24C-4 does not 

c o n t r o l Jackson's t e r m i n a t i o n under the Students F i r s t A c t , 

and, t h u s , t h a t the t r i a l c o u r t d i d not e r r i n d i s m i s s i n g 
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Jackson's c o m p l a i n t . See Ex p a r t e McCormick, 932 So. 2d 124, 

132 ( A l a . 2005) ("In any case i n v o l v i n g s t a t u t o r y 

c o n s t r u c t i o n , our i n q u i r y b e g i n s w i t h the language of the 

s t a t u t e , and i f the meaning of the s t a t u t o r y language i s 

p l a i n , our a n a l y s i s ends t h e r e . " ) . T h e r e f o r e , we a f f i r m the 

t r i a l c o u r t ' s judgment. 

AFFIRMED. 

Thompson, P.J., and P i t t m a n and Moore, J J . , concur. 

Donaldson, J . , concurs i n the r e s u l t , w i t h o u t w r i t i n g . 
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