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AZCUNA, J.:
Thisisapetition for review on certiorari under Rule 45 of the Rules of Court.
The facts are stated in the Decision of the Court of Appealsin CA-G.R. SP No. 70003 dated March 10, 2003:

On December 3, 1993, the Regional Tripartite Wages and Productivity Board, Region X1, issued Wage Order No.
RTWPB-X1-03, granting a Cost of Living Allowance (COLA) to covered workers.

On January 28, 1994, petitioner filed an application for exemption from the coverage of the aforesaid wage order.
Thus, however, was denied by the regional wage board in an Order dated April 11, 1994, the dispositive portion
of which states:

"WHEREFORE, premises considered, the application for exemption from compliance with Wage Order No.
RTWPB-XI-03 is DENIED for Lack of Merit. Applicant JK. MERCADO AND SONS AGRICULTURAL
ENTERPRISES, INCORPORATED is hereby ordered to pay its covered workers the allowance prescribed
under said Wage Order plus interest of one percent (1%) per month retroactive December 1, 1993.

Let copies of the Order be furnished the Regional Director of the Department of Labor and Employment,
Region XI to cause the computation of the award and the issuance of writ of execution, the parties concerned
and the National Wages Productivity Commission for their information and guidance.

Notwithstanding the said order, private respondents were not given the benefits due them under Wage Order
No. RTWPB-X1-03. On July 10, 1998, private respondents filed an Urgent Motion for Writ of Execution, and
Writ of Garnishment in RTWPB-X1-03-CBBE-94 NWPBC Case No. E-95-087 Case No. R1100 seeking the
enforcement of subject wage order against several entities including herein petitioner.

In reaction thereto, petitioner submitted an Inquiry dated August 13, 1998, stating that it is not a party to the
aforesaid case and has not entered appearance therein.

On October 7, 1998, the Ol C-Regional Director, Region X, issued a Writ of Execution for the enforcement of
the Order dated April 11, 1994 of the Regional Tripartite Wages and Productivity Board.

On November 17, 1998 and November 23, 1998, respectively, petitioner filed a Motion to Quash the Writ of
Execution and a Supplemental Motion to the Motion to Quash. Petitioner argued that herein private
respondents' right had already prescribed due to their failure to move for the execution of the April 11, 1994
Order within the period provided under Article 291 of the Labor Code, as amended, or within three (3) years
from the finality of the said order.
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Ruling that the benefits which remained unpaid have not prescribed and that the private respondents need not
file aclaim to be entitled thereto, the Regional Director denied the Motion to Quash in an Order dated January
7,1999.

Not satisfied with the denial of its motion to quash, petitioner filed a Notice of Appeal on January 29, 1999.

Petitioner argued on appeal that the Regional Director abused his discretion in issuing the writ of execution
since it was not a party to RTWPB-X1-03-CBBE-97-NWPC Case No. E-95-087. Petitioner likewise argued
that the Regional Director abused his discretion in issuing the writ of execution in the absence of any motion
filed by private respondents. Petitioner likewise claimed that since more than three (3) years have aready
elapsed from the time of the finality of the order dated April 11, 1994, the right of private respondents to claim
the benefits under the same had aready prescribed.

Denying the appeal, the dispositive portion of the assailed order dated February 2, 2001 reads:
"WHEREFORE, the Appeal is denied for lack of merit and the order dated January 7, 1999, is affirmed."

On March 2, 2001, petitioner filed a Motion for Reconsideration but the same was denied for lack of merit by
public respondent in an Order dated March 14, 2002.

The Court of Appeals stated the issues, thus:

Before us petitioner contends that:

"xxx the Honorable Undersecretary and Hon. Secretary of Labor and Employment committed grave abuse of
discretion amounting to lack or excess of jurisdiction in issuing the assailed Orders [Annexes A & B], as the
same are contrary to Law and Jurisprudence, in:

- Declaring that an application for exemption from compliance with Wage Orders before the Wage Board is
equivalent to “money claims provided for under Article 291 of the Labor Code.

- Deliberately refusing and failing to recognize that the prescriptive period to file money claims under Article
291 of the Labor Code applies to money claims for COLA granted under Wage Order No. RTWPB-X1-03.

- Ruling that DOLE Regional Directors can legally issue writs of execution to enforce Wage Orders pursuant
to Policy Instruction No. 55, beyond the 3-year prescriptive period provided under Article 291 of the Labor
Code, pursuant to Section 1, Rule 39 of the Revised Rules of Court.

The assailed Decision resolved the issues, as follows:
The petition is not meritorious.

It must be stressed at the outset that while the filing by herein private respondents of the Urgent Motion for
Writ of Execution and Writ of Garnishment refer to recovery of benefits under the subject Wage Order No.
RTWPB-X1-03, which entitled respondents to a cost of living allowance (COLA), Article 291 of the Labor
Code finds no application in the case at bar since what is being enforced is the final order dated April 11, 1994
denying petitioner's application for exemption under the wage order. Being a final order, the same may be the
subject of execution motu proprio or upon motion by any of the parties concerned.

The law is equivocal that a judgment may be executed on motion within five (5) years from the date of its
entry or from the date it becomes final and executory. Hence, we see no basis for petitioner's insistence on the
applicability of Article 291 of the Labor Code in the instant case.

Arguing that a money claim must be filed by herein private respondents to avail of the wage differential or
COLA granted under Wage Order No. 3, petitioner avers:
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"The crux of the controversy in the case at bar is not when the writ of execution issued by the Regional
Director of Region XI can be enforced, but rather, whether a money claim must be filed first by private
respondents against petitioner for the latter's refusal to pay the COLA granted under WO 03."

We are not persuaded.

Clearly, petitioner's contention is premised on the mistaken belief that the right of private respondents to
recover their wage differential or COLA under Wage Order No. 03 is still a contestable issue.

It must be emphasized that the order dated April 11, 1994 had long become final and executory. Petitioner did
not appeal the said order. Having failed to avail of the remedy of appeal of the said order, petitioner cannot
belatedly avoid its duty to comply with the said order by insisting that a money claim must first be filed by
herein private respondents. A contrary ruling would result to absurdity and would even unjustly benefit
petitioner who for quite sometime had exerted every effort to avoid the obligation of giving the wage
differential or COLA granted under Wage Order No. 3.

Petitioner now presents the following issues:

- Whether or not the Honorable Court of Appeals committed an error in holding that Article 291 of the Labor
Code is not applicable to recovery of benefits under the subject Wage Order No. RTWPB-XI-03, which
entitled respondents to a cost of living allowance (COLA).

- Whether or not the Court of Appeals committed an error in holding that the cost of living allowance (COLA)
granted by Wage Order No. RTWPB-X1-03 can be enforced without the appropriate case having been filed by
herein private respondents within the three (3) year prescriptive period.

- Whether or not the claim of the private respondents for cost of living allowance (COLA) pursuant to Wage
Order No. RTWPB-X1-03 has already prescribed because of the failure of the respondents to make the
appropriate claim within the three (3) year prescriptive period provided by Article 291 of the Labor Code, as
amended.

The Court sees no error on the part of the Court of Appeals.

Art. 291 of the Labor Code applies to money claimsin genera and provides for a 3-year prescriptive period to file
them.

On the other hand, respondent employees money claims in this case had been reduced to a judgment, in the form
of a Wage Order, which has become final and executory. The prescription applicable, therefore, is not the general
one that applies to money claims, but the specific one applying to judgments. Thus, the right to enforce the
judgment, having been exercised within five years, has not yet prescribed.

Stated otherwise, a claimant has three years to press a money claim. Once judgment is rendered in her favor, she
has five years to ask for execution of the judgment, counted from its finality. This is consistent with the rule on
statutory construction that a general provision should yield to a specific one and with the mandate of socia justice
that doubts should be resolved in favor of labor.

WHEREFORE, the petition is DENIED.
No costs.
SO ORDERED.

Puno, C.J., (Chairperson), Carpio, Corona, and Leonardo-De Castro, JJ., concur.
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