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Picture a volunteer trying to write a club announcement after an evening training session. An Al tool

offers a first draft. That might be enough: check the dates, correct the wording and send it. Now imagine

the next task involves a child's information, a funding application or a decision about who gets a place.

The same tool may be available, but the help needed is different.

This is an illustrative situation, not an interview. It opens the question behind this report: by 2030, where

will a small sports club turn when using Al needs more than a login and a short course?

Our reading of the evidence is that access to tools and access to continuing support deserve separate

attention. Shared help already exists in parts of European sport. What remains uncertain is whether

different kinds of club can obtain useful advice, afford the full effort and keep control when people or

providers change.
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The report in a minute

o Support is already taking shape. Public examples include a Danish club using Al, a German
club-advice assistant, Swedish purchasing arrangements and Norwegian experiments.

« An offer is not an outcome. These sources show activity and reported experience. They do not
establish Europe-wide adoption or prove which support model works best.

« There are several sensible routes. A simple local arrangement, shared help, a supplier package
or a familiar tool without Al may each fit a different task.

» The next useful step is small. Try one bounded job, count checking time as well as production
time, and see whether another volunteer can take it over.

Start with the help a club needs

Buying a tool, learning how to prompt it and deciding when to rely on its output are different jobs. We
propose looking at support as a chain. A club may handle much of it itself; outside help should have a
clear purpose.
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SUPPORT LAYER - SUPPORT AROUND THE CLUB: POSSIBLE ROLES

Choose

Try

Check

Get help

Hand over

For a public match announcement, the arrangement could be very light. For a decision affecting a young

i

The club

What the club needs

A useful task and a comparison with
the current method

What the club needs

A small test using suitable
information

What the club needs

Someone able to spot mistakes and
judge the consequences

What the club needs

An answer when the tool or situation
is unfamiliar

What the club needs

Instructions, access and a workable
fallback when people change

Who could help

The volunteer doing the job, with a
board member

Who could help

A colleague, a short course or an
existing digital adviser

Who could help

The person responsible for the task;
specialist help where needed

Who could help

A federation, local support service or
supplier with a clear remit

Who could help

The club board and the next
volunteer

person's opportunity to participate, the club should demand a much stronger reason to use Al and a
person who can question the result. These are proposed safeguards for choosing a use, not legal

classifications of particular systems.

What is changing already?

The European Commission's summary of the SHARE 2.0 Al report already recommends that grassroots

clubs try tools together and share lessons. Its May 2026 innovation community update also points

towards modest tools, basic training and small, low-risk tasks. The next contribution should therefore be

to examine how such support works over time. SHARE recommendations; SHARE innovation

community.

The examples below are signals worth following. They show different arrangements, not a league table

of countries.
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PUBLIC EXAMPLE - SIGNALS TO READ WITH THEIR LIMITS

01

Denmark: a club's own use

What is happening

DGl profiles Spangsbjerg IF Gymnastik, whose chair
reports using generative Al in board work and social
media

What remains unproven

Measured time savings and whether the practice
continues when people change

03

Sweden: a purchasing route

What is happening

RF lists a Vocean agreement for Al-supported idea
work that districts, federations and clubs can access

What remains unproven

Uptake and affordability for the smallest clubs

05

Austria: expertise beyond a
federation

What is happening

Crowd in Motion — Al lists sport within its remit and
describes testing and advisory support

What remains unproven

Eligibility, price and usefulness for a particular
voluntary club

02

Germany: shared club advice

What is happening

LSB NRW and DOSB introduced a VIBSS Al assistant
for club and sport-practice questions

What remains unproven

Comparative accuracy, full cost per club and long-
term funding

04

Norway: shared experiments

What is happening

NIF's digital sandbox includes solutions built with Al
and invites feedback

What remains unproven

Which prototypes will become dependable, supported
services

Read the original descriptions: DGI club profile, VIBSS launch, RF agreements, NIF sandbox, Crowd in

Motion — Al.

There are important differences inside those examples. RF's centrally handled Copilot arrangements are

for federations purchasing its Digitala arbetsplatsen service; that is different from the broader club

access listed for Vocean. NIF explicitly says its sandbox solutions can be unstable or incomplete. A
published support route is worth investigating, but does not establish that every club can use it today.
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There is also a less comfortable signal. Civic Data Lab's account of a workshop about VIBSS describes
substantial staff and content-maintenance demands. Its discussion distinguishes demanding setup work
from relatively low running costs at the traffic levels then experienced. Sharing a service can move work
to a common team; it does not make that work disappear. This is reported operational experience, not a
financial audit. Civic Data Lab workshop account.

We treat these observations as an emerging pattern of different support arrangements, rather than
proof of a Europe-wide transformation. Their reach and durability still need checking.

The choice underneath the technology

Our interpretation is that the important questions concern who carries the work, who pays for it and
who can challenge a decision.

A local volunteer may know the club best but have little spare time. A shared service may spread
specialist work across organisations, while introducing queues or advice that fits some sports better than
others. A supplier may make help convenient by putting it inside existing software, while making a later
change of provider harder. These are possibilities to examine, not findings about every current service.

For a municipality or federation, the useful question becomes: which tasks should clubs handle
themselves, and which are worth supporting together? Existing advice services and digital innovation
hubs belong in that discussion before a new centre is proposed.

For sport, the test should be practical. Does the arrangement leave more time for coaching, participation
and contact with families? Can a small rural club use it in its own language? Can a member get an
understandable explanation or reach a person? A smooth demonstration alone cannot answer those
questions.

Three possible futures for 2030

We use 2030 to look beyond a first purchase or course and consider several seasons of volunteer
handovers, contracts and funding decisions. These are conditional futures, with no assigned
probabilities. They may develop alongside one another.

Sport Singularity - September 2026 - Reading edition v0.2 www.sportsingularity.com



https://civic-data.de/blog/llm-basierte-chatbots/
https://www.sportsingularity.com/

POSSIBLE FUTURE - 2030: THREE POSSIBLE FUTURES, NOT PREDICTIONS

01

Local tools, uneven
support

How it develops

Affordable tools improve quickly;
each club decides how much help
to organise

Opportunity

Fast, inexpensive gains for
straightforward tasks

Pressure point
Know-how may stay with one

person; benefits could differ
between clubs

02

Shared help becomes a
lasting service

How it develops

Federations or local partnerships
fund people, maintenance and
clear access over several seasons

Opportunity

Clubs can call on support they
could not sustain alone

Pressure point

Queues, restricted eligibility and
weak local fit could undermine the
promise

03

The platform brings the
help

How it develops

Suppliers bundle Al, administration
and assistance into everyday club
software

Opportunity

Fewer separate tools and a clearer
place to ask questions

Pressure point

Costs, defaults and switching terms
may give the provider greater
influence

In the first future, a capable volunteer and a short guide may be enough for routine work. The revealing
moment comes when that person leaves. If a successor can repeat the task safely, local capability has

survived the handover. If not, the apparent saving was tied to one person.

In the second future, the crucial step is an operating commitment. Someone has to answer questions,
update advice and serve small clubs after the launch funding ends. Member representation and a way to

challenge advice matter as much as a shared website.

In the third future, convenience can be a good reason to choose a package. The test comes when a

feature changes or the club wants to leave. Can it recover its working material, keep essential processes
running and choose another provider without starting again?

The second and third futures can combine: a federation may buy a supplier's service for its members.

The distinction is where decisions and continuing obligations sit, rather than whether the software is

commercial.

What could change this picture suddenly?

Two stress tests help challenge the argument. Neither is a reported event or a forecast.

A difficult change: an existing club platform introduces Al into a familiar workflow, changes its price or

removes a manual option. Clubs could face a choice before they have planned one. An early warning
would be a terms or product-change notice. Keep an exportable copy of essential working material and

test the fallback before relying on a package.
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A helpful surprise: a simple, affordable tool becomes much easier to check and use in local languages.

Some tasks may then need less outside support than we expect. Watch whether new volunteers can
complete those tasks without expert help. A support service should be willing to simplify or stop activities

whose added value has disappeared.

Choose a route for the task

The following choices remain useful across the three futures. Each has conditions; none is a

recommendation to introduce Al everywhere.

CHOICE - CHOICES TO TEST IN DIFFERENT FUTURES

01

Keep it local and small

Useful when

A routine task has a capable checker and a clear
fallback

What to watch

Include checking and correction time; test a volunteer
handover

03
Buy a supported package

Useful when

Integration and a single support route solve a real
problem

What to watch

Ask about price changes, exports, human help and
the effort needed to leave

02

Arrange shared help

Useful when

Similar questions recur across clubs and a named
team can answer them

What to watch

Check access, response time, recurring funding and
who speaks for small clubs

04
Keep the existing method

Useful when

Al adds little, the output cannot be checked, or the
consequences exceed available expertise

What to watch

Reuvisit if the task, evidence or available support
changes

A small club board can own the first and fourth choices. A federation or municipal sports team can
examine the second, starting with its existing advice arrangements. A club purchasing a package can ask

the supplier to demonstrate a handover and an exit before committing. A shared service should face the

same questions about dependence as a commercial supplier.

A useful 90-day experiment

Days 1 to 30: choose and compare. Select one routine job, such as drafting a public event notice.

Name the person who checks it. Record the effort needed with the current method, then try an Al-
assisted version with suitable public or invented test information. Count preparation, checking and

correction. Compare the simplest workable alternatives, including those without Al.
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Days 31 to 60: test the help. Ask one realistic question of the support route you would use. Record

whether the answer was timely and useful. Write a short handover note and ask a second volunteer to
repeat the job. If the result cannot be checked or the information is unsuitable, stop the experiment and

use the fallback.

Days 61 to 90: decide. Continue only if the arrangement produces a useful result without shifting
unacceptable work or risk to someone else. Keep it small if that is sufficient. Seek shared help if a

recurring problem warrants it. Stop if the existing method works better. These are suggested experiment

windows, not findings from a pilot already run.

Watch what would change the decision

CHECK - A SMALL DASHBOARD FOR THE NEXT DECISION

Real effort

Support

Continuity

Control

Reach

What to record

Minutes spent preparing, producing,
checking and correcting each
comparable task

What to record

Who answered, how long it took and
whether the issue was resolved

What to record

Whether a second volunteer can
complete the task using the handover
note

What to record

Ability to correct a result, reach a
person, export material and use a
fallback

What to record

Which invited clubs can use the
service and which cannot, including
language and access barriers

When to reconsider

Repeated trials take as much effort as
the old method without a useful quality
gain

When to reconsider

Help repeatedly arrives too late for the
club's work

When to reconsider

The process depends on one person's
account or undocumented knowledge

When to reconsider

A material change removes a needed
choice or makes switching impractical

When to reconsider

The clubs the service intends to help
are repeatedly missing

To see which future an arrangement resembles, record who provides the help, who pays for

continuing work and who can change the service or its exit terms. Successful volunteer handovers
without outside help would support the local-tools future. Funded, accessible help across several

seasons would support the shared-service future. Use of bundled help, with suppliers controlling its

terms, would support the platform future. An arrangement may combine these features; record the mix
instead of forcing it into one category.
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Keep two observations separate: whether a prototype becomes a maintained service, and whether a
club can actually leave its provider. A lasting service can still be difficult to leave.

The club's named coordinator can review the first four checks monthly during the experiment. A
federation or municipality testing shared support should also review reach. Set practical response-time
and cost limits locally before starting; this report does not invent a universal threshold.

For a proposed evidence review on 13 December 2026, the question is whether we can find stronger
evidence of sustained club use, full operating effort and successful handovers. Sport Singularity should
track reader interest separately from any documented change in practice.

What this report can and cannot tell us

This is a desk-based foresight study using public primary sources, checked on 13 September 2026. It
combines observed examples with clearly labelled interpretations, conditional futures and proposed
experiments. The source trail is linked alongside the claims.

The cases lean towards Nordic and German-speaking organised sport. Public documentation favours
organisations able and willing to describe their work. We have not conducted new interviews, tested the
listed services or measured costs across clubs. Missing examples from other regions are a research
gap, not evidence that nothing is happening there. Norway is included as a European comparator, not as
an EU member.

The next useful evidence would include small clubs that declined or stopped using Al, rural and minority-
language clubs, coaches, families and people maintaining support services. Their views may change the
options. We have not contacted them for this report.

We cannot yet say which support model delivers the best lasting result for different clubs. Nor does that
gap prove demand for a new Sport Singularity service. Better tools, clearer responsibilities or an
established advice route could resolve the problem. Resource use also belongs in the comparison:
choose the least demanding method that does the job, without claiming an environmental saving that has
not been measured.

A useful question for the next board meeting: if our most confident Al user left tomorrow, which
tasks would still work, who could help, and what would we stop doing?
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