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Table 4: Time-to-merge (hours) and SLOC per pull request.
N = total number, M = mean, Mdn = median, SD = standard

deviation.
Time-to-merge SLOC
Language N M Mdn SD M Mdn SD
C 45,555 154 15 654 313 21 5,603
C++ 136,308 190 19 769 721 21 14,574
C# 82,387 161 22 639 1416 40 23,422
Java 64,495 173 17 886 425 43 9,169
JavaScript 72,510 140 11 654 307 15 6,904
PHP 82,074 194 16 809 550 15 13,795
Python 137,365 228 21 978 229 21 7,476
Ruby 78,814 183 10 961 187 13 9,096
Shell 14,212 545 15 2,715 173 8§ 1811
TypeScript 112,539 122 12 523 979 35 33,703
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Table 6: Spearman correlation coefficient r;(p < .001) be-
tween time-to-merge in hours and total SLOC in a pull re-
quest by pull request creation day. N = total number.

Day created N

Monday 132,488 0.26
Tuesday 145,908 0.27
Wednesday 146,326 0.27
Thursday 143,626 0.27

Friday 131,587 0.27
Saturday 65,845 0.25
Sunday 60,479 0.28
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