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Thomas M. Johnson appeals six special conditions of supervised release,
imposed following revocation of his supervised release. We have jurisdiction
under 28 U.S.C. § 1291, and we affirm.
Johnson contends that the district court erred in imposing the special
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conditions of supervised release, which he argues unreasonably restrict his
property and liberty interests, limit his employability, and are overbroad.
Conditions of supervised release are reviewed for abuse of discretion. See United
States v. Betts, 511 F.3d 872, 874 (9th Cir. 2007).
Johnson’s crimes of conviction, and the nature of his supervised release
violations, justified imposition of the additional conditions. In light of the
significant amount Johnson owes in restitution, the first challenged condition is
reasonable. See id. at 876-77 (district court may order that part or all of windfall
monies be applied to restitution as long as the court determines amount that will be
applied). Contrary to Johnson’s contention, the four employment-related
conditions are not overbroad and are reasonably necessary to protect the public
from future acts of financial fraud by Johnson. See id. at 874-75. Finally, the
business records condition is reasonably related to the circumstances of Johnson’s
conviction and to the goals of deterrence and protection of the public. See 18
U.S.C. § 3583(d)(1); United States v. Daniels, 541 F.3d 915, 924 (9th Cir. 2008).
Because the conditions imposed by the district court are reasonably related to
deterrence and the protection of the public, and do not involve a greater
deprivation of liberty than is reasonably necessary, the district court did not abuse
its discretion in imposing them. See 18 U.S.C. § 3583(d); Daniels, 541 F.3d at 924.
AFFIRMED.
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