I have no any significant comments to this version of the manuscript.
However, I reccommend to the authors add some sentences (probably, in the Discussion) about the advantages of their dataset in comparison with reanalysis data of fuel moisture components from the Canadian Forest Fire Hazard Assessment System (CFFWIS) from ERA5. This dataset contains daily values of three components (indices) of the fuel moisture at different layers with a spatial resolution of 0.25° × 0.25° in latitude and longitude: Fine Fuel Moisture Code (FFMC), Duff Moisture Code (DMC) and Drought Code (DC). Or probably, the Authors will compare with other datasets of fuel moisture that are available in the ERA5 reanalysis data.

We appreciate the comment and agree that referencing the CFFWIS highlights the unique nature of the presented dataset. Accordingly, products like those from the CFFWIS have been mentioned in the Introduction, where we compare them to the DFMC reanalysis dataset, with appropriate references. Additionally, this comparison is reiterated in the Discussion section for clarity. Thank you for your valuable feedback.

Finally, we want to express our gratitude for the reviewer question on the significance of a 0.02 g/g of fuel moisture content. This question motivated the inclusion of a sensitivity analysis of the fire rate of spread when modifying fuel moisture content by 0.02 g/g as an Appendix.

