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Abstract: Recently, the non-performing loans have become serious problems
due to the trouble of the real estate collaterals faced by the
financial institutions. This research aims on helping the banks to
deal with the collaterals and reduce the loss of banks. According
to the financial simulation, the collaterals are divided into three
groups: 1l.for the collaterals having the characters which the
objects sold before the second bid had, the financial institutions
could take the way of legal auctions; 2.for the collaterals having
the characters which the objects sold on the third bid had, the
financial institutions could take auction by themselves; 3.for the
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collaterals having the characters which the objects sold after the
special (fourth) bid had, the financial institutions may consider to
sell the asset management company (AMC).

From the empirical results, we found that the characters of the
collaterals sold on and before the second bid include single floor
use, extension building, city area, supervision unit, and middle
space. The characters of the collaterals sold on the third bid
include 5-story and higher, rural areas, and supervision unit. The
characters of the collaterals sold on and after the special bid
include small space, lower-rise apartment, old city, and
non-supervision unit. Thus, in the future, the collaterals could be
separated by the above three categories and the financial
institutions can make the better decision to reduce their loss.

Keywords: collateral non-performing loan (NPL) asset management

company (AMC) foreclosure auction
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