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Performance Task Item:  High Tech 
Grade Level:  English I  
 

Focus Areas: Reading Informational Text; Writing Arguments 

Essential Questions:  

 What helps readers comprehend? 

 How do we form opinions?  

Learning Targets: 

 Students will identify the difference between what the author states directly and what 

is implied in the text. 

 Students will use a text to answer questions and find evidence to support those 

answers. 

 Students will figure out the meaning of unknown words. 

 Students will tell how the parts of a text fit together to develop a main idea or theme. 

 Students will read several texts describing the same event, idea or topic and explain 

how each author presents that topic. 

 Students will use many texts to gather information about a topic. 

 Students will summarize the main ideas and details of a text. 

 Students will explain how an author uses reasons and evidence to support their main 

ideas. 

 Students will write a claim(s) and support it with valid reasons and enough evidence 

to build an argument that analyzes a topic or a text. 

 Students will organize an argument to show clear connections between the claim(s), 

counterclaim(s), reasons, and evidence. 

 

STANDARDS 
Content Standards: 

 Read closely to determine what the text says explicitly and to make logical inferences 

from it; cite specific textual evidence when writing or speaking to support conclusions 

drawn from the text. 

 Determine central ideas or themes of a text and analyze their development; summarize 

the key supporting details and ideas. 

 Analyze how and why individuals, events, or ideas develop and interact over the course 

of a text. 

 Interpret words and phrases as they are used in a text, including determining technical, 

connotative, and figurative meanings, and analyze how specific word choices shape 

meaning or tone. 
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 Analyze the structure of texts, including how specific sentences, paragraphs, and larger 

portions of the text (e.g., a section, chapter, scene, or stanza) relate to each other and 

the whole. 

 Assess how point of view or purpose shapes the content and style of a text. 

 Write arguments to support claims in an analysis of substantive topics or texts using 

valid reasoning and relevant and sufficient evidence. 

Supporting Standards: 

 Produce clear and coherent writing in which the development, organization, and style 

are appropriate to task, purpose, and audience. 

 Develop and strengthen writing as needed by planning, revising, editing, rewriting, or 

trying a new approach. 

 
Materials/Resources: 

 Article: “The Next 10 Years in Car Tech will Make the Last 30 Look like just a Warm-up” 

Lexile 1260 

 Article: “Should Your Self-Driving Car Kill You to Save a School Bus Full of Kids?”    

Lexile 940 

 Constructed Response Rubric 

 Argument Writing Rubric 
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Part A: 

 
As you read the article, “The Next 10 Years in Car Tech will Make the Last 30 Look like 

just a Warm-up” think about how the author’s ideas are developed and the purpose 

of the text. After reading and taking notes, respond to the following questions using 
evidence from the text. 

 

1. In the following sentence, what does the word prognosticate mean? How do you 

know? (DOK 2/3) 

 

It’s difficult to make predictions, but what the heck: Prognosticate with me for a 

bit, will you? 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

2. Name three changes in car design that will occur in the next 5 years. What inferences 

can you make about these changes? (DOK 1/2) 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

3. Write an objective summary of the article including the central idea and specific 

details. (DOK 2) 
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4. What does the author mean by, “It’s difficult to make predictions, especially about the 

future”? (DOK 2) 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

5. What is the author’s point of view, and how does he use language to support his 

purpose? (DOK 2/3) 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

Part B: 
 

6. How does the author develop his topic to extend the reader’s knowledge of the topic? 

What facts, details, or other information does he use to promote his ideas? (DOK 2/3) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

7. What is the author’s style of writing and how is this achieved? (DOK 3) 
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Part C: 

 
Read the article, “Should Your Self-Driving Car Kill You to Save a School Bus Full of 

Kids?”     

 
8. Reread the first article. Consider the networking feature of the cars of the future. What 

argument can you make for and against car-to-car communication? Support your 

claim and counterclaim with evidence pointing out the strengths and limitations of 

both. (DOK 3/4) 
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ARTICLES/STUDENT MATERIALS/ RUBRICS 

 
 

“The Next 10 Years in Car Tech will Make the Last 30 Look like just a Warm-up”        

(Lexile 1260) 
Alexander Kalogianni — January 12, 2016 

 

“It’s difficult to make predictions, especially about the future.” 

 

Sure, it’s a wry remark about the accuracy of superfluous prognostication but that doesn’t stop 

human beings from seeking to peer past the horizon. From trying to plot a course through years 

of academia to sorting out what’s for dinner, we’re always looking expectantly to the future.  

One way to qualify the passage of time is through technology eras, each hallmarked by the 

progression of transportation — from steam engine to internal combustion, jet propulsion, and 

so on. This is why flying cars and robot-piloted taxis remain a staple in science fiction 

narratives. But putting the Jetsons aside for a moment, what’s actually in store for the 

automotive world in the next few years? 

 

It’s difficult to make predictions, but what the heck: Prognosticate with me for a bit, will you? 

 
1 year out: 2017 

 

Head’s up: the cars of the not-so-distant future are being made today. Automakers have been 

hard at work testing tech that will appear in the car of tomorrow for some time, and we’re 

seeing the results already. Ten years ago, cars with built-in Bluetooth, navigation, and parking 

sensors were the domain of top luxury vehicles. Now even the most affordable econo-box has 

these things, as options at the very least. 

 

Next year, we can expect even more everyday technology features to come as standard 

equipment, notably online access. General Motors has been blazing a trail with its OnStar 

connectivity for decades, offering in-car connectivity for all sorts of services. This can now turn 

cars like the Chevrolet Camaro into a roving 4G LTE hotspot. Similarly, FCA and its vehicles 

access the interwebs through Uconnect for all their connectivity needs. 

 

Connectivity is a major factor in making cars — our means of mobility — true mobile devices. 

Folks without factory installed systems can get on-board with third party services like Verizon’s 

Hum or Vinli’s OBDII port accessory. Throw in Apple Carplay and Android Auto which will be 

http://www.digitaltrends.com/users/akalogianni/
http://www.digitaltrends.com/cars/2016-chevrolet-camaro-first-drive/
http://www.digitaltrends.com/cars/automatic-verizon-hum-vinli-feature-comparison/
http://www.digitaltrends.com/cars/automatic-verizon-hum-vinli-feature-comparison/
http://www.digitaltrends.com/infotainment-system-reviews/apple-carplay-review/
http://www.digitaltrends.com/infotainment-system-reviews/android-auto-review/
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barreling towards ubiquity by 2017, and the world of connected apps you’ve come to rely on 

from your smartphone for will be available every time you get behind the wheel. 

 

2 years out: 2018 

 
Further along the foggy path of time, it’s clear that autonomous driving will be a part of our 

automotive existence. We have seen grand demonstrations from Audi of RS7 sedans lapping 

Formula 1 courses and driving 500 miles, but these still seem like projects for the far future. 

What about sooner? As is turns out, many autonomous functions have crept into our lives 

under the label of driver-assist features: things like lane keep assist, adaptive cruise control, 

and self-braking systems. 

 
 

 
 

If we’ve got cars that can stop, steer, and accelerate independently already, why can’t we 

simply network these functions to work together? This thinking hasn’t escaped many 

automakers who are working on ways to do just that. Take Tesla’s autopilot system, which 

uses all these to operate semi-independently. Drivers still need to remain responsible behind 

the wheel, but it makes highway commutes easier, keeping within the chosen lane and 

monitoring the cars around with an array of sensors along the exterior. 

 

Bosch has also demonstrated its ability to have all these systems communicate with its traffic 

jam assist technology. This system, with the help of a stereo video camera (to perceive depth 

the same way our two eyes allow), traffic jam assists makes the gridlock under 35 miles per 

hour slightly more bearable. Autonomous cars, where we push the power button, enter a 

destination, and then open the newspaper, will still be a challenge by 2018. But driver-assist 

technologies will make our cars feel like they drive themselves. 

 

 
 

 

http://www.digitaltrends.com/cars/audi-rs-7-self-driving-car-details/
http://www.digitaltrends.com/cars/audi-rs-7-self-driving-car-details/
http://www.digitaltrends.com/cars/tesla-autopilot-update-specs-news/
http://products.bosch-mobility-solutions.com/en/de/driving_comfort/driving_comfort_systems_for_passenger_cars_1/driver_assistance_systems_4/driver_assistance_systems_5.html
http://products.bosch-mobility-solutions.com/en/de/driving_comfort/driving_comfort_systems_for_passenger_cars_1/driver_assistance_systems_4/driver_assistance_systems_5.html
http://icdn4.digitaltrends.com/image/news-audi-2014-ces-13-1500x844.jpg
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5 years out: 2021 

 
In the year 2021, the Tokyo summer Olympics will be behind us, Sealabs will be run of the mill, 

and Johnny Mnemonic-style couriers who commune with cyber-dolphins will be daily 

business. Well, at least one of those things will be true, anyway. 

 

Even so, today’s new tech will be old hat by 2021. In car connectivity? In five years, the very 

idea of a car without a built-in internet connection should be as absurd as buying a laptop 

without Wi-Fi today. And you’ll speak to dumbfounded youths about songs coming on the 

“radio” while they remind you that cloud-based music libraries are available with a simple 

voice command. (You will not like this. You will lament the day music died — when Zayn Malik 

left One Direction to become Prime Minister.) 

 

By 2021, the first production self-driving vehicle should be for sale. In 2014, Elon Musk said fully 

autonomous cars should be on the road in five to six years. And the folks at Ford, Google, and 

other companies have made similar projections. The challenge, of course, will be 

communicating to the other autonomous and human-piloted cars on the road. 

 

Driver-assist features will have dramatically improved along with the connectivity, with plans 

for vehicle-to-vehicle communication, like that demonstrated by Ford. The ubiquity of 

networking will allow cars to sense each other, giving drivers an extended perception of what’s 

nearby. Say the car ahead of you suddenly swerves right to avoid another vehicle that stopped 

short. The swerving driver had an extra split-second to perceive the imminent danger and 

narrowly avoid the collision — you aren’t so lucky. 

 

With a connected car network, your car would sense the disabled one instantly, applying the 

brakes before you could even see the problem. Ford takes the car’s awareness of its 

surroundings even further, experimenting with LiDAR (Light Detection and Ranging) systems 

allowing the car to “see” the world around it in real time. It’s sort of like how SONAR (Sound 

Navigation and Ranging) maps things with sound waves, only with light. 

 

10 years out: 2026 
 

What lies beyond? Short of the massive class schism predicted by Fritz Lang’s Metropolis, cars 

should certainly still be around by 2026, but they will have certainly changed enormously. 

Automakers like Audi and Mercedes-Benz believe that in 10 years, fully autonomous driving 

will be sophisticated enough for regular use. Perhaps we’ll even have the legalities and moral 

quandaries of self-driving cars sorted out by then. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/SEALAB
http://www.at.ford.com/news/cn/Pages/Ford%2520Demonstrates%2520Experimental%2520Vehicle-to-Vehicle%2520Communication%2520Technology%2520for%2520the%2520First%2520Time%2520in%2520Asia%2520Pacific.aspx
http://www.digitaltrends.com/cars/fords-fleet-of-autonomous-test-cars-gets-bigger-smarter/
http://www.digitaltrends.com/cars/self-driving-car-moral-decisions/
http://www.digitaltrends.com/cars/self-driving-car-moral-decisions/
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If so, cars will have to be accommodating for the hands-off moments. Volvo, heavily exploring 

self-driving car technology, is preparing for this eventuality with ideas like its Concept 26 

design study. This demonstrates how a car’s cabin will be configured to change depending on 

the driving mode — kick back and relax, watch a film, or connect to the Internet and work in a 

mobile office.  This idea still seems fanciful today, despite the great leaps we’ve seen in recent 

years. Bosch’s vision of autonomous driving is more realistically rooted, believing that full 

autonomy will be relegated to highways, with drivers needing full control only around local 

streets. 

 

 

 
 

 

Perhaps we will incorporate these ideas into one: Cars with the ability to drive and compute 

independently, but communicating through the cloud. These vehicles will “sense” which cars 

are on the highway — even the ones that aren’t in autopilot mode. Let’s face it: Many people 

will still be cruising along in old-school classics like our 2008 Mustangs. Cars of the self-driving 

era will keep an eye on those old clunkers thanks to myriad LiDAR sensors and small camera 

arrays. 

And with such a setup, a fully autonomous highway system built to work with our current 

infrastructure doesn’t seem that farfetched. The future may be impossible to predict, but we’re 

the ones making it; it’s up to us to decide what we want to happen. 

 

Except flying cars. We’re never getting those. 

 
 

 

 
 

 

http://www.digitaltrends.com/cars/volvo-concept-26-news-details-specs/
http://www.digitaltrends.com/cars/volvo-concept-26-news-details-specs/
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“Should Your Self-Driving Car Kill You to Save a School Bus Full of Kids                            

(Lexile 940) 
David Weinberger — October 27, 2015  

 

It’s the near future and you’re reading this on your 

way to work in your self-driving car. The human 

driver of the car in front of yours slams on the 

brakes. Your car’s reaction time is roughly the speed 

of light, so it has time to realize that the stopping 

distance is too short and to see that the lane next to 

you is empty. 

 

A quick swerve barely interrupts your morning browse of the headlines. The system works. 

Now it’s ten years later. Human-driven cars have been banned from the major commuter 

routes because they’re unsafe at any speed. Wouldn’t you know it, but exactly the same 

situation comes up. This time, though, your car accelerates and slams itself into a nearby 

abutment, knowing full well that the safety equipment isn’t going to save you. 

 

Your car murdered you. As it should have. 

 

In this second scenario, not only are all the cars on the highway autonomous, they are also 

networked. The cars know one another’s states and plans. They can – and should – be 

programmed to act in such a way that the overall outcome is the best possible: more humans 

saved, fewer injured. It’s just like a simulation in which a computer is given some distressing 

multi-car situation and has to figure out what combined set of actions would be best. But now, 

it’s real.  Unfortunately for you, the networked cars figured out that to save the busload of 

children, you had to be sacrificed. 

 

The two scenarios represent programs embodying different moral philosophies, a 

topic scientists and philosophers are now beginning to notice: The MIT Technology 

Review cites a study about whether people are ok with their cars making such decisions. 

(Result: Yes, so long as the respondents are not the ones sacrificed.) This summer a workshop 

at Stanford considered some of these questions, as did an Oxford University Rhodes 

Scholar, Ameen Barghi. In fact, I posed some of these questions a year ago). But this process 

has just begun.  Meanwhile, the problems get complex quickly. 

 

 

http://www.digitaltrends.com/users/dweinberger/
http://www.technologyreview.com/view/542626/why-self-driving-cars-must-be-programmed-to-kill/
http://www.technologyreview.com/view/542626/why-self-driving-cars-must-be-programmed-to-kill/
http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2015/06/150615124719.htm
https://medium.com/@dweinberger/would-a-google-car-sacrifice-you-for-the-sake-of-the-many-e9d6abcf6fed#.8nk8libs5
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In the first near future scenario, each self-driving car is designed to maximize the safety of its 

occupants. That’s all the cars can do because they don’t know what any other car is going to 

do. 

 

The engineers who wrote the first scenario’s car program thought of it as a set of accident-

avoidance routines. But it embodies a moral imperative: prioritize preserving the life of this 

car’s passengers. That’s really all that the designers of the first generation of self-driving cars 

can do, even though focusing only on one’s own welfare without considering the effect on 

others is what we would normally call immoral. 

 

But once cars are networked, it would be immoral and irresponsible to continue to take self-

preservation as the highest value.  If a human acted that way, we well might sympathize, 

explaining it as a result of what we think of as genetic wiring. But we also admire those who 

put themselves at risk for the sake of others, whether they’re medical personnel flocking to 

ebola sites, teachers who step in front of a gunman entering a classroom, or soldiers who throw 

themselves on hand grenades. We recognize their ultimate sacrifice while wondering if we 

would manage to do the same.  Self-driving cars will have two moral advantages over us: when 

networked they can see more of a situation than any individual human can, and they can be 

hard-wired to steel their nerves when it comes time to make the ultimate sacrifice…of their 

passengers. 

 

Networked self-driving cars can in these ways get over weaknesses in the moral decisions 

made by human drivers. But, this will require their human programmers to make moral 

decisions based on values about which humans will not, and perhaps cannot, agree. 

 

For example, perhaps the networked results show that either of two cars could be sacrificed 

with equal overall results. One has a twenty-five year old mother in it. The other has a seventy-

year old childless man in it. Do we program our cars to always prefer the life of someone young? 

Of a parent? Do we give extra weight to the life of a medical worker beginning a journey to an 

ebola-stricken area, or a renowned violinist, or a promising scientist or a beloved children’s 

author? Or, should we simply say that all lives are of equal worth? That may well be the most 

moral decision, but it is not one we make when deciding which patients will get the next 

available organ for transplantation. In fact, should we program our cars so that if they have to 

kill someone, they should do it in the way least likely to damage their transplantable organs? 

Do we prefer to sacrifice the person who by speeding, or by failing to get her brakes inspected, 

caused the accident? 
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These same questions arise in every situation in which we require our machines to make 

decisions. An autonomous killing drone, especially when networked with other drones, can 

know more about a complex situation than human pilots can. But how are we going to decide 

what counts as an “acceptable risk” of civilian casualties? It’s entirely plausible that the moral 

answer is “zero,” even though that is not the answer we give when it’s a human finger on the 

bomb release trigger. And that, of course, ignores the inevitability of failures of the 

programming, a risk that has been highlighted recently by Stephen Hawking, Elon Musk, Bill 

Gates, and quite clearly by the Terminator and Robocop series. 

 

The behavior of programmable machines is an extension of human desires, will, and 

assumptions. So of course the programs themselves express moral preferences. As more of our 

lives are wrapped into autonomous machines, we’ll have to take the moral dimension of our 

programmed devices more seriously. These decisions are too important to be left to the 

commercial entities that are doing the programming. It’s just not clear who should be settling 

these difficult questions of morality. 
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Constructed Response Rubric  

Score Point  Descriptor  

3  The 3 response fully accomplishes the task 

requirements. It  
• includes a complete interpretation that goes beyond 

the text,  

• has clear logic or reasoning, and 
• provides specific, relevant support from the text.  

 

2  The 2 response adequately accomplishes the task 

requirements. It  

• includes an adequate interpretation,  
• may have minor flaws in logic or reasoning, and 

• provides general but relevant support from the text.  

 

1  The 1 response minimally accomplishes the task 
requirements. It  

• includes a minimal interpretation,  

• may have gaps in understanding or flaws in logic or 
reasoning, and 

• may provide sparse or irrelevant support from the 

text.  

 

0  The 0 response does not accomplish the task 
requirements. It  

• may provide no support from the text,  

• may be limited to information copied directly from 
the text and presented as the student’s own ideas, and 

• may be incorrect or illogical.  
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Argument Writing Rubric 
 
Purpose and Forms:  “Arguments are used for many purposes—to change the reader’s point of view, 

to bring about some action on the reader’s part, or to ask the reader to accept the writer’s 
explanation or evaluation of a concept, issue, or problem. An argument is a reasoned, logical way of 

demonstrating that the writer’s position, belief, or conclusion is valid.” 

 

 
 

 

 http://www.orcsd.org/images/PerformanceTaskWritingRubric_Argumentative.pdf 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

http://www.orcsd.org/images/PerformanceTaskWritingRubric_Argumentative.pdf


 

 
©2016 MeTEOR Education and Center for College & Career Readiness. All rights reserved. 

meteoreducation.com 

Argument/Opinion Essay: Holistic Writing Rubric 

Score 
Point 

Descriptors 

4 The response is a well-developed essay that develops and supports an argument.  

• Effectively introduces a claim 
 • Uses logical, credible, and relevant reasoning and evidence to support claim 
 • Uses an organizational strategy to present reasons and relevant evidence  

• Acknowledges and counters opposing claims, as appropriate  
• Uses precise and purposeful word choice  

• Uses words, phrases, and/or clauses that effectively connect and show relationships 
among ideas  
• Uses and maintains an appropriate tone  

• Provides a strong concluding statement or section that logically follows from the 

ideas presented  

• Has no errors in usage and conventions that interfere with meaning  

3 The response is a complete essay that develops and supports an argument.  

• Clearly introduces a claim  

• Uses reasoning and evidence to support claim  

• Uses an organizational structure to present reasons and relevant evidence  
• Attempts to acknowledge and/or counter opposing claims, as appropriate  

• Uses clear word choice  
• Uses words and/or phrases to connect ideas  

• Uses an appropriate tone  
• Provides a concluding statement or section that follows from the ideas presented  
• Has few, if any, errors in usage and conventions that interfere with meaning  

2 The response is an incomplete or oversimplified essay that develops and supports an 
argument.  

• Attempts to establish a claim  
• Develops, sometimes unevenly, reasons and/or evidence to support claim  
• Attempts to use an organizational structure  

• Makes little, if any, attempt to acknowledge or counter opposing claims  
• Uses simple language, which sometimes lacks clarity  

• Provides a weak concluding statement or section  
• May have errors in usage and conventions that interfere with meaning  

1 The response provides evidence of an attempt to write an essay that offers an 
argument.  
• Weakly states or alludes to a claim  

• Has minimal support for claim  

• May be too brief to demonstrate an organizational structure  
• Makes no attempt to acknowledge or counter opposing claims  

• Uses words that are inappropriate, overly simple, or unclear  
• Provides a minimal or no concluding statement or section  

• Has errors in usage and conventions that interfere with meaning  

0 The response is completely irrelevant or incorrect, or there is no response 
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